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Executive Summary

The Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Plan (CUPMMP) is a policy-based system for
sustainable materials management that supports the local residents, the local economy, and the local
environment. Materials Management in Michigan is regulated by the Part 115 of the Natural Resources
and Environmental Protection Act (PA 451 of 1994; MCL 324.155 et seq.); which requires county-level
Materials Management Plans to be submitted to the Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and
Energy (EGLE) for approval in response to the State’s materials management policy, regulation, and
goals.

Prior to updates to Part 115 in 2023, each county regulated.the disposal of solid wastes through a Solid
Waste Management Plan. Materials management is a guide for the management of a wider variety of
materials, with an emphasis on increasing sustainable practices, such as recycling and composting,
and reducing the ultimate disposal of wastes into landfills. Countiesare delegated authority from the
Legislature to regulate materials management by Part 115; a county is authorized to accept
responsibility for the development and implementation of a Materials Management Plan, and to ensure
that the necessary materials management authorizations, fees, regulatory ordinances, or agreements
needed to achieve the materials management goals of that plan are effect’.

Michigan’s central Upper Peninsula, encompassing Alger, Delta, Dickinson, Marquette, Menominee,
and Schoolcraft County took the initiative to develop a'multi-county:Materials Management Plan to
focus on building capacity to support new and expanded recycling and composting programs. The
region faces unique challenges and opportunities in managing its materials. Low population density,
significant distances to processing and end market facilities, and low public awareness contribute to a
lower recycling rate compared to the state average. Solid waste collection services are primarily
provided by private haulers, with limited municipal involvement. Many municipalities lack
comprehensive ordinances that encompass both solid waste and materials management, or have
outdatedregulations that do not adequately address the current landscape. This has resulted in
inconsistent access to recycling and organic diversion opportunities and low market competition. A
history of limited.access to services has contributed to a lack of public awareness about recycling and
composting practices and the environmental and economic benefits.

The region has historically relied heavily on landfilling as its primary means of managing waste. Five
active municipal solid waste landfills provide sufficient disposal capacity for the foreseeable future, with
average remaining operational lifespans measured in decades. However, the region experiences some
of the highest disposal costs in Michigan due to transportation constraints, limited competition, and the
realities of serving a sparsely populated area. While disposal infrastructure remains adequate, the
continued reliance on landfills is inconsistent with Michigan’s materials management goals and
represents a long-term economic and environmental challenge.

1 MCL 324.11504(26), 11577 et seq., 11578(1)(a-b), and 11584(2).



Analysis conducted during Plan development estimates that approximately 151,000 tons of municipal
solid waste materials are generated annually throughout the planning area. Available waste
characterization studies indicate that more than sixty percent of materials currently disposed in landfills
could potentially be diverted through expanded recycling and organics management systems. Food
waste and yard waste alone account for more than one-third of all materials generated and represent
one of the greatest opportunities for diversion.

The assessments completed for this Plan identified several recurring barriers to increased diversion
including: limited access to recycling services in rural areas, transportation costs associated with
moving materials, inconsistent public awareness of recycling and composting opportunities, fragmented
program development, limited local processing capacity for certain materials, and the absence of strong
regional end markets for recovered commodities. Despite these challenges, the region possesses
substantial strengths, including existing landfill and transfer infrastructure, successful county materials
management authorities, an expanding regional materials recovery facility, active composting
operations, and a demonstrated willingness among local governments to collaborate.

This Plan concludes that the most effective path forward is not to develop separate and.independent
diversion systems, but rather to integrate recycling, composting,<and other materials management
activities into the existing waste collection and transportation network. By leveraging the existing
infrastructure in collection, transfer stations, hauling systems, and regional facilities, the central Upper
Peninsula can expand diversion opportunities while minimizing duplication of infrastructure and
controlling costs. This approach emphasizes regional cooperation, shared investment, and scalable
implementation strategies appropriate for a rural area.

As each of the County Boards of Commissioners in the planning area have accepted responsibility as
County Approval Authorities for the development of a Materials Management Plan, these oversight
bodies may be the most appropriate body to maintain materials management programs, funding
sources?, and provide for enforcement to guarantee compliance with the plan®. This Plan is written for
its primary audience to. be County Commissioners in order to guide development, examine options, and
provide for approvals of actions related to materials management.

Implementation of the Plan will require sustained commitment from counties, municipalities, private
service providers, businesses, institutions, and residents. Priority actions include expanding curbside
and drop-off recycling infrastructure, strengthening public education and outreach, improving local
reporting systems, supporting food waste diversion and composting programs, standardizing local
ordinances and service contracts, and pursuing grants and other funding opportunities to offset
infrastructure costs. Particular emphasis is placed on ensuring that rural communities receive equitable
access to materials management opportunities while recognizing the operational realities associated
with serving low-density areas.

Ultimately, this Plan establishes a roadmap for moving the central Upper Peninsula toward a more
sustainable and resilient materials management system. Improving materials management practices in
the region requires a multi-faceted approach that includes regional collaboration, expanded

2 MCL 324.11581 et seq.
3 MCL 324.11503(9)
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infrastructure for collection and processing, increased public awareness, and supportive policies.
Increasing the recycling and food waste diversion rates could create economic opportunities, provide
landfill longevity, and mitigate the environmental impact of historic and poor practices. This Plan is
designed to provide an organizational foundation that allows counties and local governments to
advance materials management processes and infrastructure in their communities. By addressing
these challenges and capitalizing on the economic and environmental opportunities, the Central Upper
Peninsula can become a leader in sustainable materials management.

Vi



DEFINITIONS

Anaerobic Digester: a facility that uses microorganisms to break down biodegradable material in the
absence of oxygen, producing methane and an organic product.

Anaerobic Digestion: a process that uses microorganisms to break down biodegradable materials in the
absence of oxygen, producing methane and an organic product.

Benchmark Recycling Standards: the recycling rate and access sta
324.11502(6) et seq.

outlined in Part 115, MCL

disposal or diversion activities.

Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management

materials managemen
For the purposes of this P
(CUPPAD).

ing activities and oversee the Materials Management Planning Committee.
an, this agency is Central Upper Peninsula Planning and Development

Disposal Area: a facility that accepts solid waste for disposal, or handling prior to disposal, such as a
landfill, incinerator, or solid waste processing and transfer facility.

Diversion: waste materials (typically of specific types) that can be readily separated from solid waste to
other methods of management or disposal. Diversion includes recycling and organic waste separation
activities, but may also include the collection of hazardous waste, liquids, pharmaceuticals, electronics,



batteries, light bulbs, pesticides, mercury containing devices, medical waste, and other types of separated
materials.

EGLE: the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes and Energy. EGLE’s Materials
Management Division is responsible for administration and oversight of Materials Management Facilities,
regulated activities, and Materials Management Planning.

Food Waste: organic animal or vegetable matter that was used or intended for human or animal
consumption.

Hauler: a person or company that transports managed materials.

Industrial Waste: solid waste that is generated by a manufacturing or4
processing residuals, pulp and paper mill material, wastewater slu

rial process including ashes,
her segregated waste types.

may also receive other types of solid waste includin age sludge,
commercial waste, nonhazardous sludge, hazardous i ators, and
industrial waste.

Landfill, Type lll: a landfill thatisnota T i i receives types other than municipal
solid waste, including specific types of nonhaz i i construction and demolition waste,
or low-hazard industrial waste.

Part 115: means the
the Natural Resources &

and rules for solid waste management under Part 115 and its subparts of
nvironmental Protection Act, MCL 324.11502 et seq.

Planning Area: means the six counties and constituent municipalities of the central Upper Peninsula
region within Alger, Delta, Dickinson, Marquette, Menominee, and Schoolcraft County.

Recycable Materials: glass, metal, plastics, paper products, wood, rubber, textiles, food waste, yard
clippings, and other materials that may be recycled or composted.



Solid Waste Processing and Transfer Facility (Transfer Station): a facility used for the handling,
storage, transfer, or processing of solid waste, and is not located at the site of generation or disposal of
the solid waste.

Source Reduction: the design, manufacture, purchase, or use of materials that reduces the quantity of
waste generated and increases the sustainability of materials and products.

Source Separated Materials: materials specifically removed from solid waste for recovery, recycling,
reuse, composting, or another materials management process other than disposal.

Waste Diversion Center: a facility or part of a facility that is designated to ive or collect diverted

wastes.

Waste Generator: all residential, commercial, institutional and ind
managed materials and located within the planning area.

lishments generating

Yard Waste: leaves, grass clippings, vegetable and garde
converted into compost

, shrubbery, ood that can be



INTRODUCTION

The Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Plan 2027-2032 replaces the previous
Solid Waste Management Plans of Alger, Delta, Dickinson, Marquette, Menominee, and
Schoolcraft Counties. The 2023 updates to Part 115 of the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Act (PA 451 of 1994 et seq.) created the for counties to act
jointly for the regulation of materials under their jurisdiction throu exercise of joint powers
under the Urban Cooperation Act (PA 7 of 1967; MCL 124.50 .). A collaborative effort

closur o pen dumps . SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

CENTRAL UPPER PENINSULA
PLANNKING AND DEVELOPMENT REGION

Figure 1: Cover Page, 1973 Central Upper
Peninsula Solid Waste Management Plan
Source: CUPPAD

expected passage of updates to Part 115. Each of the six counties engaged Central Upper
Peninsula Planning and Development to engage local stakeholders and inventory materials
management facilities, programs, ordinances, and hauling companies throughout the region.

4 (2024) Interlocal Agreement to Create a Multicounty Materials Management Plan, Designate a Planning Agency,
and Establish a Materials Management Planning Committee. Alger, Delta, Dickinson, Marquette, Menominee,
Schoolcraft County, See Appendix I: Intergovernmental Agreement
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The developed report® formed the initial inventory and analysis of the strength and weaknesses
of the region’s materials management infrastructure, and identified that a collaborative multi-
county framework would be beneficial to provide capacity and support to local governments.
The subsequent passage of updates to Part 115 in late 2023 initiated the statewide call for
Materials Management Plans.

In January of 2024 EGLE announced its call to initiate the materials management planning
process, starting a timeline of plan development and the ultimate adoption of this plan by July of
2027. Development of this Plan began in July of 2024, with the appr: and signature of a joint
Notice of Intent by the six counties to develop a multi-county Mat anagement Plan, and
the creation of the Central Upper Peninsula Materials Manag lanning Committee
(CUPMMPC) to represent stakeholders and guide plan de e Notice of Intent stated

The CUPMMPC is a 23-member body with repre
recycling, composting, environmental, businesses, ernment interests. The Plan

was prepared by staff from the Central ing and Development (CUPPAD)
ncy, administers the CUPMMPC,

stakeholders and the g inni October of 2024, each of the 93 municipalities
receiving notifications of meetings, including
in development, these notifications

planning area communicated materials management
bility of a public survey, and contact information for public

of the Designated Planning Agency and the CUPMMPC provided
updates to County. Be ommissioners, Township Boards, Township Associations,
stakeholder groups, entral Upper Peninsula Planning and Development Regional
Commission, and outreach groups. Events held by the Upper Peninsula Association of County
Commissioners, The Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy, and the Michigan
Recycling Coalition included local information and input opportunities to stakeholders. Public
feedback was incorporated into plan development during this period.

5(2023) Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management County Engagement Report. CUPPAD.
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wzKKSc8b17vZP3fs6PkrotXGK2uM3UwH/view
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In October of 2026, the CUPMMPC reviewed and approved the initial draft of the Materials
Management Plan to be distributed to County Boards of Commissioners and be made available
to the public for comment. The public review and comment period was open from November 2
to January 20, 2027. A stakeholder session was hosted in each County to provide a direct
venue for questions and public comment. The feedback received through these methods was
collated and presented at a public hearing on the Plan held by the CUPMMPC on [January 21,
2027]. The Committee reviewed all the feedback received and incorporated changes into the
Plan.

Ultimately, a draft Plan was approved by the CUPMMPC on xxxxxxxxX, and recommended for
approval by each County Board of Commissioners, acting as nty Approval Authorities
for the Plan and its implementation. The plan was then dis 7 constituent local
units of government in the six-county planning area, withfa majority (xxxx)affirming the plan’s
approval. The Central Upper Peninsula Materials M ent Plan, 202 2 was approved

and dates as appropriate.
The goals of this Materials Manageme

1. To prevent adverse effects on the en\
welfare resulting from

of in landfills or by ans. Recyclables and organics that are disposed in landfills
represent lost energy,‘material, and commaodity value that can be diverted and/or reintroduced
into the economy. The overall benefit of that diversion depends on the amount of energy used to
convert the materials to useful means, what kinds of materials are produced, and what value is
captured by replacing the use of virgin materials with recycled ones. This Plan is focused on
supporting sustainable materials management by increasing diversion and processing capacity
at the local level, while supporting industries and producers in reducing the use of natural
resources and creating more sustainable products.



SUSTAINABLE MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

PREFERRED

Use materials again and again
.instead of buying new

Upcycle items no longer needed
for their originol purpose

RECYC L E Use unwanted materials to

make new products

' Use discarded materials
to creote energy

Lost resort

eGLE

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF
LEAST PREFERRED

ENVIRONMENT, GREAT LAKES, AND ENERGY

Michigan.gov/EGLE | 800-662-9278

Figure 2: Sustainable Materials Management Hierarchy
Source: Michigan EGLE

Standards’ (MCL 324.11502(6)) that Michigan

lable materials, as determined by the county's material management
ally collected through curbside recycling programs, are collected at

ii.

material to be sent to a solid waste disposal area.

Recyclable materials collected are delivered to a materials recovery facility that complies
with part 115 or are managed appropriately at an out-of-state recycling facility.

The curbside recycling is provided by the municipality or the resident has access to
curbside recycling by the resident's chosen hauler.

fil.

iv.



2. By January 1, 2032, the following additional criteria:

i In counties with a population of less than 100,000, there is at least 1 drop-off location for
each 10,000 residents without access to curbside recycling at their dwelling, and the
drop-off location is available at least 24 hours per month.

ii. In counties with a population of 100,000 or more, there is at least 1 drop-off location for
each 50,000 residents without access to curbside recycling at their dwelling, and the
drop-off location is available at least 24 hours per month.

Michigan's long-term goal is to achieve a 45% municipal solid waste
interim step, the state aims for a 30% recycling rate by 2029. The
risen from around 14% before 2019 to 26% in 2025.

cling rate. As an
ing rate in Michigan has

Additionally, the State has set a goal to reach half the amo ste that enters the

waste stream by 2030.% This action will reduce food wa i igan, diverting an
additional one-third of previously disposed organic
energy creation, or composting processes. The F i s actions that

MMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMM

eGLE SUSTAINABLE FOOD MANAGEMENT

PREFERRED

Produce, purchase, and put on
your plate only what you need
Eat what you take; Donate extra
to food banks and shelters
What you don't eat could be
used to feed animals
Your food waste can be used to
make fuel and electricity

Bulld healthy soils and reduce
carbon in the atmosphere

Last resort

LESS PREFERRED

October 2022
Figure 3: Sustainable Food Management Hierarchy
Source: Michigan EGLE

6 https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/climate-and-energy/mi-healthy-climate-plan
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The six counties of the Central Upper Peninsula planning area encompassed by this Materials
Management Plan are committed to helping their communities meet and exceed the State’s
materials management goals. To do so, this initial Materials Management Plan seeks to
establish an inventory of generation sources and current materials management infrastructure
available within the planning area. It then seeks to establish the area’s current municipal solid
waste recycling rate in an effort to provide a baseline measure towards meeting the State’s
Benchmark Recycling Goals. The Plan will also inventory the current mechanisms and
ordinances established to regulate, fund, and provide for materials management activities
across the planning area’s municipalities.

Following this inventory, the Central Upper Peninsula Materia ement Planning
Committee, and the respective Counties, have set measur ' , and specific goals to

1. Provide local units of government within the c er Peninsula with a sound basis
for the design and operation o i organics, and waste diversion
facilities to meet their present a

2. To identify opportunities for loca e advantage of the economy
of scale to provide jointly-operated ansfer, and disposal
facilities to ensure th iti in an efficient and cost-effective

manner.
To protect ang es to ensure the public health, safety and

g partnerships with existing service providers and the
2, community-based infrastructure to increase participation and

This Plan recognizes providing a higher level of service and access to materials
management systems initially involves a higher cost to the users of that system, which may be
balanced or exceeded by the longer term benefits in decreased capital costs needed for landfill
expansion and land use. To offset that burden, this Plan envisions slow, long-term changes that
increase the opportunity to secure funding support and mitigate the cost burden to residents.
This Plan also recommends policy changes that create opportunities for change within the
enforceable mechanisms available to local units of government. If these policies remain un-



adopted or unenforced, the region will likely see little improvement in materials management
practices; particularly in rural areas.

Ensuring that the planning process for materials management facilities, operations, and
programming is implemented under an equitable and collaborative process ensures that all
communities will benefit from the expansion of the circular economy. Continuous innovation into
new production processes and market areas developed by the availability of recycable
resources on the secondary materials market will spur new business development and
workforce opportunities. Waste diversion activities will also promote rotection of natural
resources by reducing illegal dumping, promoting sustainable agri re and soil health, limiting
environmental contamination, and reducing detrimental land te reduction, diversion,
and recycling efforts should be included as part of sustain identified in local unit
planning.

Environmental protection, through sustainable land important issue
in the Upper Peninsula, and many communities
government within the planning area are encour:
incorporate similar goals and materials managemen
operational frameworks.

ions into their regulatory and
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PLANNING AREA PROFILE

Population

The Central Upper Peninsula Region is comprised of Alger, Delta, Dickinson, Marquette, Menominee,
and Schoolcraft Counties, along with representation by the federally re ed Hannahville Indian

Community and the Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians. Ni ur local units of government
are represented within the planning area. The total area of the re proximately 14,465 square

economic and transportation hubs.

With a 2020 population of 169,215, the region’s po
significantly lower than downstate areas of similar siz
Marquette-Negaunee-Ishpeming, Escanaba-Gladstone,
areas. These are the current centers of w, eneration a
centers of the region for the next five- and eriods.

ountain-Kingsford-Norway urban
anticipated to remain the population

Table 1: 2020 Population and Projected Five-Year Estimates

Source: US Census Bureau, Michigan DTMB

County 2020 2025 Population | 2030 Population | 2035 Population

Population” | (est.)® (est.)® (est.)

Alger 8,652 8,465
36,148 35,323
25,587 25,024
66,097 65,342
22,429 21,851

Schoolcra 8,430 8,539

TOTAL 169,044 167,343 164,544

7 United States Census Bureau.

8 (February 2026) Michigan County Population Projections through 2050. Michigan Department of Technology, Management,

and Budget. https://milmi.org/DataSearch/POPPROJ

% Ibid.
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The Upper Peninsula has historically experienced a 3% decline in population over the past several
censuses. Prior to the 2020 Census, Marquette County was the only county that was projected to
achieve population growth between 2020-2045. Population projections created by the Michigan Center
for Data and Analytics estimate that the area’s population is expected to experience slow growth and
ultimately decline between the present and 2050. Some minor gains are expected within Marquette,
Menominee, and Schoolcraft counties before an overall net loss of 1.1% in total planning area
population by 2030. Shifts in employment sectors, retirements, and remote work opportunities may
develop into further unanticipated growth but unless this becomes realizedy current waste generation
relies on average trends and available data, with minor population gai ticipated as a “best case”
scenario, and flat or negative growth expected.

Five Census-designated urban areas are present in the six-co i rquette, Negaunee-
Ishpeming, Escanaba-Gladstone, Iron Mountain-Kingsford inee-Marinette, WI.
There are no urban areas in Alger or Schoolcraft Coun as contain roughly
half of the population of the region, and the wider p these into
suburban, and then sparse rural areas. The populat to experience
only minor gains or losses.

Table 2: 2020 Census Urban Area Populations
Source: US Census Bureau, Michigan DTMB
Urban Area 2020 Population (est.)!’® | 2030 Population (est.)
Marquette +29
Negaunee-Ishpemi +13
159 -423
Iron Mountain-Kingsfo -218
8,656* -372
48% -971

*Michigan area only

The Upper Pe i oximately 30% of Michigan’s total land area, and 3% of its
population. Population ity i much lower than many Lower Peninsula counties, with all 15 U.P.
counties in the botto s ide. Change in population density is expected to be negligible based
on current population a d use trends. Michigan contains the highest concentration of state and
federal government land ownership east of the Mississippi, the majority of which is concentrated in the
northern portion of the state. Much of the county land area in the central U.P. is public land with limited
use, concentrating the populations to pockets of private land ownership. Excluding public lands from
population density makes these counties more comparable to mid-lower-Michigan that, while more
populous, are similar in density of persons per square mile.

10 United States Census Bureau.
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Table 3: 2020 Population and Population Density by County

Source: US Census Bureau, public land use datasets

County 2020 Square Density Percentage | Density less
Population Miles (land | (persons per | in public public
(share of tot. area) square mile) | ownership'' | ownership
pop.)

Alger 8,842 (5.2%) 915 9.66 19.39

Delta 36,903 (21.8%) 1,171 31.51 54.50

Dickinson 25,947 (15.3%) 761 34.10 46% 63.62

Marquette 66,017 (39.0%) 1,808 48.24

Menominee 23,459 (13.8%) 1,044 26.45

Schoolcraft 8,047 (4.7%) 1,171 . 21.63

TOTAL 169,215 6,870 .97 (avg.)

Land Use
Land use in the six-county planning area is he istori tivities and physical
characteristics. Settlements ofte enters for mining and forestry, and

Federal Government. As 2 i ral resource-protected public lands, limiting
further developas in g ends include slow growth of residential,

including model ordina gional siting criteria, and intergovernmental review practices to improve
consistency in materials agement infrastructure planning while preserving local land use authority.
Part 115 creates a preemption of the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act that allows the Materials
Management Plan the ability to regulate siting of materials management facilities. This siting process is
detailed in later sections.

" CUPPAD-derived figure from public datasets
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Table 4: Zoning Responsibilities by County
Source: CUPPAD

County Zoning Responsibility | Additional Information
Alger Municipalities Limestone Township is unzoned; all other municipalities maintain
zoning.
Delta Hybrid- County and Wells, Cornell, Brampton, Baldwin, Maple Ridge, Ensign, Bay de
Municipalities Noc, Nahma, and Fairbanks Townships are County-zoned; the

remaining municipalities underta ing themselves.

Dickinson Municipalities All zoning is conducted by i | municipalities.

Marquette Municipalities Ewing and Turin Towns
maintain zoning.

. All other municipalities

Menominee Municipalities Menominee, H aithorn, Meyer, Sp Daggett, Nadeau,

icipalities

Schoolcraft Hybrid- County and
Municipalities

Natural features and forests are the most pre lanning area: lakes, rivers,
wetlands, and high water tabl ' he geographic availability of areas
feasible for materials mana overlay metamorphic bedrock in
the western Marquette g sandstones and karst limestones cover the
majority of the south a ersheds and rivers flow into Lakes Michigan and
Superior. Nonpoint source ination is an expressed concern across the
Upper Penins

Many of t ement facilities in the planning area are located just outside of
cities w in proximity to urban areas where the greatest amount of

waste is ge s, large-scale industrial development is limited due to the
modest availa and municipal services like water, wastewater, and natural gas.
Where not otherv Part 115, materials management facilities must adhere to local

zoning regulations, ocated in industrial districts or other specifically permitted zones.
State and local siting [ sures that facilities are not located in sensitive areas (wetlands,
floodplains), near homes orwater supplies, or in areas with historical significance.

Additional development is likely to continue along existing roadway corridors on non-commercial
forested upland and agricultural lands. Increased residential development along waterfronts and in rural
areas, with decreasing farm acreage, is expected. Commercial and industrial development will likely be
concentrated in currently existing population centers with sufficient utility infrastructure. As low-density
rural sprawl continues, the amount of land available for the intensive industrial and light industrial uses
meeting the size, setbacks, and regulatory requirements of large facilities may be constrained.
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Additional development of materials management facilities should incorporate regulations and siting
requirements that protect from environmental degradation, public health risks, and community impacts.

Waste Materials Generation

The CUPMMPC needs to understand the amounts and types of materials the Planning Area will
generate before it can make decisions regarding how to manage waste disposal and diversion. The
Committee analyzed the amounts and types of materials that were ge d in the past several years
during the Materials Management Plan development process. “Ge n” means the total amount of
all materials that are present in the waste management system means materials within the
system that are ultimately landfilled, while “diversion” enco that enter other portions
of the system like reuse, recycling, composting, seconda activities. Generation

and is derived from a combination of modeled gen ' i tonnage data,
and available stakeholder reporting. Due to ongoing i [ [ istency and

pper Peninsula. The tool also estimates that
mposed of 60% residential and 40% commercial sources.
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Table 5: Estimated Materials Generation and Composition

Source: Michigan EGLE

Materials Estimated Percent of Total
Generation (tons) Disposal

Paper and paperboard 34,844.13 23%

Glass 6,333.92 4%

Metals 12,909.71 9%

Plastics 18,442.45 12%

Rubber and Leather 4,731.55 3%

Textiles 8,813.07 6%

Wood 9,357.27 6%

Other Materials 2,690.78 2%

Food Waste 22%

Yard Clippings

Misc. Inorganics

TOTAL

A further study by the Michigan Sustainable
characterization of disposal sites across N
the state’s landfills consist of paper produc
diverted. The report found that over 60% of

traditional recycling and orgWemen

Michigan Municipal Solid Waste Composition
(mean % by weight)

eloped an average waste

the maijority of materials disposed in
aterials that could be readily

of may be readily diverted into
imates reinforce the potential to

Figure 4: Michigan Municipal
Solid Waste Composition

Source: Michigan Sustainable
Business Forum

Food Waste
19% —

Paper
24%

N

Textiles =————

Plastic
10%
Organics (Not Food) =———
e o
Top Materials in Michigan MSW Composition
(mean % by weight)

12 (2024) 2024 Economic Impact Potential and Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste in Michigan. Michigan Sustainable
Business Forum. https://misbf.org/msw/

17


https://misbf.org/msw/

divert additional materials traditionally seen as waste for disposal in landfills to a more comprehensive
materials management system and circular economy model.

The Materials Generation Tool estimates that approximately 151,000 tons of materials are generated
for disposal in the central Upper Peninsula, using the national average of approximately 4.9 pounds of
materials generated per person per day. Using the EGLE Report of Solid Waste Landfilled in
Michigan™ in fiscal years studied during Plan development, generation for the six-county planning area
can be established based on the origin of reported quantities of waste disposed of in intra-region
facilities. Reporting details that an average of approximately 106,000 to f municipal solid waste
materials generated were ultimately disposed of within the central Up ninsula; approximately 3.4
pounds of materials generated per person per day. However, MSW. resentative of approximately
30-40% of total waste disposal within the planning area in a giv roximately 50% of total
materials disposed are industrial wastes, followed by construc ition debris, and other
types of waste disposal.

Table 6: Tons of Municipal Solid Waste Disposal by County
Source: Michigan EGLE

County Generation in Generation in Generation in
tons FY 2023 tons FY 2024 tons FY 2025
(% of total) (% of total) (% of total)
Alger 10,518. . 13,867.03 (12%)
Delta 20,948.76 . 28,062.80 (24%)
Dickinson 14,868.00 (13%)
Marquette 38,673.46 (34%)
Menominee 7,882.38 (7%)
Schoolcraft 7,767.83 (8%) 11,448.62 (10%)
TOTAL 102,535.36 114,802.29
No generateg ' exported to disposal facilities outside of the planning area. Year-to-
year disc attributed to additional sources of generation, hauling logistics,
and cha addition to this reporting, approximately 34,000 tons per year
of municipa i om Wisconsin facilities for ulimate disposal at facilities within
the planning & [ of waste from Wisconsin may be due to operational efficiency within
vertically integrate dfill operators resulting in reduced costs for disposal. The State of

g 3.09 surcharge on tons of solid waste disposed of, while Michigan
assesss $0.36 per ton. g fees inclusive of surcharges between U.P. and Wisconsin facilties
have been largely comparable over the past several years, leading to an assumption that transportation
costs are a primary factor in disposal choice between the two states.

8 EGLE. (2023, 2024, 2025) Annual Reports of Solid Waste Landfilled in Michigan by Fiscal Year
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/materials-management/solid-waste/solid-waste-disposal-areas/annual-
reports

14 https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/sites/default/files/topic/Landfills/EnvironmentalFeeSummary.pdf
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Table 7: Tons of Municipal Solid Waste Imported

Source: Michigan EGLE

County Imported Wastes | Imported Wastes | Imported Wastes
in tons FY 2023 in tons FY 2024 in tons FY 2025

Wisconsin to Alger 24,011.00 22,055.00 5,457.00

Wisconsin to Menominee 15,685.44 16,569.52 20,682.42

TOTAL 39,696.44 38,624.52 26,139.42

Identified in this reporting is a gap between the reported tonnage generated in Menominee
County and the expected amount, which based on population in 10% of comparable
generation for Dickinson County. Solid waste reporting fro nsin indicates that the
estimated volume of gap materials are not being dispos

anecdotal reports and estimates, approximately 8,00 rials generated
within Menominee County is transported to facilitie orted back
into the planning area for disposal. Since the majority ounty is served by Green For
Life contracted and subscription hauling services, it is as t upon reentry to Michigan this
material is disposed of at the Green For Ld Landfill in Alger County. As of FY
2025, Green For Life has slowed delivery o ood Island; reciprocal reporting
from Wisconsin was not available during Pla hether these materials were
retained for disposal within the s ported from Wisconsin is

assumed to be generated int g ports to Michigan Environs Landfill

areas within Wisconsi

For recycable and divertib jani ing the last known broad diversion reporting available
(2021-22), apprexi slables and 4,596 tons of organic waste were
captured wi ) his number reflects only known reported quantities, and is expected

to be slig ts. Unreported semi-organized recycling collection from within
the plan occur in Alger, Menominee, and Schoolcraft counties.
However, a : [ hese quantities may suffer from the same reporting gap of having
been somewha i i erials from Wisconsin, and are ultimately transferred to a
southeastern Wis i i ecovery Facility. Quantities for organics diversion were derived
from the 2023 update Gap Analysis' for materials management activities.

In FY 2025, EGLE imple ted the reporting requirements for materials management facilities required
under the updates to Part 115. Facilities are required to voluntarily register and report using an online
system called RETRAC. Where available, these RETRAC reports are used to set the benchmark
reporting for other areas of this Plan. Since reporting is voluntary and is facility-based, there is a gap in

5 Gap Analysis 2023 [revised March 2024]. Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy.
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/623ba5dc2405f749aa2dc3b1/t/66266 1bac6a57c7b5b50ead3/1713814592474/2023-
Gap-Analysis_March-2024-update.pdf
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known recycling and organics diversion activities and actual reporting. There is also some discrepency
in defining the types of material reported. Facility-based reporting does not typically include more
detailed county-of-origin data, so some estimation is required. Known gaps in recycling reporting
include transfer facilities that export collected recycling to out-of-state processing facilities. Organics
reporting is known to be significantly underreported based on the number of yard waste collection sites
and annual collection activities, in addition to the amount of materials mixed, composted, and reported
used as Alternative Daily Cover for landfill operations.

Table 8: Tons of Recycling and Organics Generation =
Source: Michigan EGLE, other sources
County Reported 2022 Reported RETRAC RETRAC
Recycling 2021 Organics FY2025 FY2025
Tonnage'® Diversion'’ Recycling Organics
Tonnage' Diversion'®
Alger 77 ‘ -
Delta 1,500 81.3
Dickinson 429 1,055.9
Marquette 4,094 tons 4,256.8
Menominee unreported -
Schoolcraft unreported -
Total 6,100 tons 5,594.0 tons

ount of generation calculated using the EGLE Materials
reporting is approximately 29,000 tons of material. Some of this is

ontribute less waste on average compared to statewide reporting.

Landfill reporting in the L eninsula includes a higher proportion of commercial generation, and a

16 2022 totals as detailed in Marquette SWMA, Delta SWMA, Dickinson SWMA, and EGLE documents and conversations with
operators.

7 Gap Analysis 2023 [revised March 2024]. Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy.

'8 Tons estimated using MRF Annual Facility Reports. Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy.
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/materials-management/solid-waste/planning/planning-development-items
19 Ibid.
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higher proportion of waste imports from other states and Canada which the U.P. generally lacks in
comparison.

Municipal Solid Waste Recycling Rate

The "municipal solid waste recycling rate" means the amount of municipal solid waste recycled or
composted, divided by the amount of municipal solid waste recycled, co sted, landfilled, or
incinerated. This calculation includes tons of disposed materials gene outside of the planning
area. During Plan development, a base estimated rate using know rting and FY 2024 disposal
data was used to calculate a FY 2024 recycling rate for the pla

(141,159.88 tons of total MSW landfilled + 6,100 tons
151,855.88 tons of total

tons of organics) =

A FY 2025 rate can be calculated using reported landfill ecycling, and organics diversion data
i mpass traditional material types and

is approximately 9.3%. For both solid waste
, the difference between estimates created during Plan

Achieving a 45

The central Upper Peninsula currently lacks enough diversion infrastructure, reporting consistency, and
participation levels to approach statewide goals without major structural changes. Michigan has steadily
increased its statewide recycling rate from 14.25% before 2019 to 23% in 2023, and 26% in 2025.
Under the materials management updates to Part 115, Michigan is pursuing a 30% recycling rate by
2029, and an ultimate goal of 45%. The Upper Peninsula has historically lagged behind downstate
communities in access to recycling programs and participation, however, the materials management
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planning process represents an opportunity to continue to increase access convenience to diversion
activities that can support greater goals.

To achieve the Part 115 statewide goal of a 45% recycling rate, approximately 19,400 tons of
conventional recyclables, 5,600 tons of other recyclables, and 17,500 tons of organics diversion are
estimated to need capture in the planning area.?’ Beyond investing in infrastructure, education, and
recycling programming, innovation and market development will be essential to maintain growth in the
recycling rate into the future. The CUPMMPC also has the opportunity to include other types of
diversion in calculating an additional diversion rate for a wider variety o erials including textiles,
batteries, construction and demolition debris and other types of was or the purposes of setting a
benchmark for this Plan, these are not largely incorporated into th ment; subsequent sections
break down various issues and opportunities related to a mini olid waste, recycling, and
organics materials management.

20 Gap Analysis 2025. Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy.
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/623ba5dc2405f749aa2dc3b1/t/6a0369800df3750fb9fb0dad/1778608512270/00 MI+Ga
p+Analysis+2025-FINAL+May+12.pdf
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SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL

Introduction

The shift to materials management
emphasizes the minimization of the use of
landfilling and municipal solid waste
incineration for the disposal of wastes. Part
115 contains the primary regulations and
responsibilities of counties, local
governments, and businesses charged
with planning and implementing waste
management practices. Nine of Michigan’s
67 reporting landfills are within the six-
county planning area. This is significantly
reduced from the initial attempts at
coordinated solid waste management
plans in the 1970s, when more than 75
garbage and rubbish dump sitesimanaged
by local units of governmentiwere
identified?’.

CENTRAL UPPER PENINSULA
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
REGION

Since the implementation ofisolid waste
regulations and modern landfill

construction and sitingipractices, the Figure 5: Locations of Rubbish Dumps and Disposal Sites,
number ofdandfills has been,reducedhand Circa 1973

their lon@-term use has been prioritized. Source: CUPPAD

Previous selidwaste planning‘émphasized

remaining landfilhcapacity to ensure that the state had enough land area to manage waste disposal into
the future. Combined with low waste disposal fees, the preferred alternative for waste management in
county solid waste mahagemeht plans was the continued landfilling of materials, with efforts for
recycling and compostingimanaged as secondary activities.

Landfills are separated into two types: Type Il Landfills primarily receive municipal solid waste from
residential and commercial customers, and Type Il Landfills receive non-household industrial,
construction and demolition, and other wastes. Five Type |l municipal solid waste landfills are present
in the six-county planning area. Three of the four Type Il landfills are primarily for the disposal of the
byproducts of paper production at local paper mills. While landfilling waste materials is represented as

21(1973) Central Upper Peninsula Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. Central Upper Peninsula Planning and
Development Region.
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the least preferred option in the State’s waste disposal hierarchy, these facilities are anticipated to
remain in operation for the foreseeable future, and no new facilities are anticipated in the planning area.
In a transition to increased activities under a materials management system, the existing solid waste
management system is anticipated to continue in form and function as long as operational realities are
feasible.

System Overview

Based on EGLE’s Report of Solid Waste Landfilled in Michigan?, tral U.P. has generated
approximately 428,000 tons of waste on average disposed of i FY 2023-2025. The
majority of that waste represents the byproduct of industrial unicipal solid waste

represents 30-40% of an average year’s total disposal. A s of municipal solid
waste is generated on average within the planning ar isposal. This
number is an approximation due to reporting wher ee County are
exported into Wisconsin, and then ultimately turn aro ithin the
region. The majority of the state’s Wisconsin imports are y central U.P. landfills, while imports
from Canada and other states are mostly ' facilities. Year-to-year reporting also
detailed that low amounts of waste have b .P. counties outside of the
planning area or Canada in preceding years ous types of waste disposal

Figure 6: Total Waste Generation by Type, FY 2024
Source: EGLE

Construction and Demolition

- TS Tons Disposed

Municipal Solid Waste ,,'/ County FY24

31.3% 4 Alger 11,633

Delta 20,604

Dickinson 17,823

Marquette 37,271
Menominee* 7,436
Schoolcraft 7767

Wisconsin* 38,624

Total 141,160 tons

Alternate Daily Cover

6.1%
Industrial Waste

48.5%
*Some portion of Wisconsin materials are Menominee materials

22 EGLE. (various years) Annual Reports of Solid Waste Landfilled in Michigan by Fiscal Year
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/materials-management/solid-waste/solid-waste-disposal-areas/annual-
reports
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Solid Waste Disposal Areas

Engineered Type Il landfills are the principal method of waste disposal used in United States. The
technologies used for these systems have existed for many years, though increased regulations have
resulted in additional processing requirements and infrastructure to mitigate environmental
contamination concerns. Landfill capacity is an estimate of the volume of air space remaining to be
filled with waste under a facility’s design and operational parameters. Landfill cells are permitted and
constructed in phases across their lifetime, and in general only one or mete, cells actively receive waste
at a given time. Remaining disposal capacity is the permitted total cap@city minus usage, plus the
remaining volume of area that is permitted to be opened or construéted as additional landfill space.?
Below is a table of EGLE estimated capacity for landfills within the planning, area based on FY 2025
reporting. The “facility-based” projected years of remaining capacity is an inteérnal estimate based on
the potential to expand a landfill beyond its currently permitted limits and on current property. The
“‘EGLE-based” metric is the projected years of capacity remaining on the facility’si€tgrent construction
permit.

Table 9: Central Upper Peninsula Landfill Facility Capacity and Years Remaining?*
(volume in cubic yards; FY 2025 data)
Source: EGLE
m 57T 5
@ =+ T X (2] o~
p c P o | 28 o
02 o) 0% ¥ Eo‘°.<°_' 20 > 5 S
& 3 o) oS 300 | 8300 = =t M3 5 =
e =9 5 00 2o 0T o S -5—'5 <=0 O
D 35 NSO 0w =935 =g o 5o e N ® g
0 = o (2] m--o—-m.- mn—-mﬂl 839' OQ-—-E
T =3 NTx g =530 @ o3 o0 B o0? [ N=0O =
Fac|||tyName < @ p << = T<@Q 3o =< Q 3 a = 3o oSS S
Delta Solid Waste
Management 195,030 76,927 105 3 81.37% 25.26%
Authority
Hi h
lawatha Shelg 554,332 28,366 64 55 55.95% | 4.77%
Landfill
Marquétte County
Solid gl 4,778,082 99,500 55 48 51.64% | 27.43%
Management
Authority
Michigan Environs,
Inc 1,705,164 44,337 28 36 36.1% 18.28%
Wood Island Landfill 1,524,513 49,639 36 31 86.83% 24.23%
TOTAL 57.6 years 42.6 years
9,757,118 | 298,769 y y
(avg.) (avg.)

From these reports, the five MSW-receiving landfills in the planning area have the estimated capacity to
continue to accept municipal solid wastes generated for the foreseeable future. An immediate need for

23 Section 11512(24) of Part 115
24 Report of Solid Waste Landfilled in Michigan, Fiscal Year 2025.
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additional disposal capacity is not identified as a critical constraint to the planning area at this time.
However, municipal solid waste disposal only represents 30% of total wastes disposed of in Type Il and
Type Il landfills in the region in FY 2025. Industrial wastes from large manufacturing entities,
particularly paper mills, typically represent half of total disposal in a given year. In addition, construction
and demolition debris and other types of wastes are reported separately from MSW disposal. The type
and tonnages of disposed wastes each year can affect the remaining disposal capacity considerably.
As an example, in 2024 the Marquette County Landfill disposed of roughly 40% more waste in total

industry. Some of these variables include:

e The "evolving ton", which refers to the shifting
with a reduction in heavier materials like gl
plastics and aluminum. The characteristics a
regulations, and consumer behavior, which hav er-weight-but-similar-volume
materials disposed of.

e The amount of material that is separa olid waste and diverted to be used in

other processes (recycling, organics iversion). As diversion increases,
the total amount of solid waste should e, leadi r operational lifespans for
existing facilities.

e The actual volume o ounties currently use methods of

s or logistics used by service providers to

> a capacity deficit.

on growth © n future years, which will affect volume, waste
ide services.

2s or manufacturing processes that could affect a

e of or divert additional amounts of materials. It would not be
ative disposal methods until such time as the available facilities no
interests of the planning area.

As of FY 2025, Michiga ills as a statewide average have approximately 23 years of remaining
disposal capacity based on current disposal rates and permitted capacity.?®> EGLE estimates this
capacity based on the permitted, used, and remaining airspace provided in engineering and reporting
documents submitted to the Department. For county and regional solid waste planning, local landfill
capacity should review unused capacity in currently constructed cells (whether there is sufficient space
before a new cell needs to be constructed), and the approved expansion capacity that has been

25 Report of Solid Waste Landfilled in Michigan, Fiscal Year 2025.
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permitted, but not yet built (how many cells could be constructed on a permitted site). The practical
operating life of a landfill is affected by market conditions, waste disposal rates, and the effectiveness of
diversion programs; current landfill capacity is a snapshot at current and does not account for future
changes which may result in extensions to landfill life. While central UP landfills have above average
capacity at current, the priority should be to continue to expand diversion of materials from disposal to
ensure local landfill capacity is extended as much as feasibly possible.

With the updates to Part 115, the goal of the State is to no longer approve applications for new Type |l
landfill construction that are not contiguous to an already permitted lan To site a new facility, a
County Board of Commissioners would be required to petition EGL pproval of a new landfill,
demonstrate that all material utilization options have been exhau receive such approval from

waste

ect water quality, through ongoing
activity and potential release, or post-clos f active landfills will be expected to
continue and should be considered in pre- n, construction, and incorporated
into municipal planning documents and ordi fety, and welfare. Long-range
planning should consider monitoring, environ at the use of the site will be
once the landfill use is ended : ited to specific non-impactful
activities; there may exist oppo iti ) eration through passive means (wind and solar),

or potential recreationa iti [ ail systems) that incorporate sites.

; Dump is maintained by the city as its compost and
aggregate ma d hosts recreational trails for active and off-road vehicle use. These

uses are viable e osure activities that support the outdoor recreation economy and
quality of life for resid entral Upper Peninsula. Similar post-closure uses should be included

in long-range planning ver feasible.

26 MCL 324.11509(9)
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Financial Conditions

Landfills assess tipping fees for the type and tonnage of waste they receive. The rising overhead costs
for construction, operation, closure, and post-closure activities have increased tipping fees at landfills
across the state, and in the Upper Peninsula significantly. Among landfills throughout Michigan, the
average landfill tipping fee was $42.77 in 2020%’. However, in the Central Upper Peninsula, the average
landfill tipping fee is $120.80 as of 20262. Privately owned landfills across the Upper Peninsula have
some of the highest tipping fees in the state, exceeding $200/ton, indicatifig, that there is a major
regional disadvantage in the share of solid waste disposal costs whe pared to downstate
residents.

Through public frameworks, Delta and Marquette County both ivi control the flow of waste

to their own facilities through flow control mechanisms, wh m being imported or
exported to other areas. These result in below area av

respectively.?® Public service fee programs like thes ral, meaning that
the fees collected from users for services cover the generating a
profit or requiring additional tax subsidies. In addition t

including bonding for construction, perpetual care funds, a asing capital costs, influence the
onsumer by raising fees.

Publicly owned-disposal facilities secure the ste through flow control
mechanisms. Flow control allows local gover acilities where MSW is taken

critical to their design, ope ~ . Designated facilities may then hold monopolies
on materials generated ir jurisdicti better plan for the long-term capacity for
disposal and diversion. Delta, Dicki atte, County maintain flow control mechanisms (by

their jurisdicti ounty also allows for some importation of waste
for dispos outsi vhile Marquette operationally does not.

Table 10: Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Authorities
Source: CUPPAD

Authority Name Year Enabling
Created Legislation
nagement Authority 1984 Act 185 of 1957

Delta County

Dickinson County aste Management Authority 1992 Act 233 of 1955
Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority 1988 Act 233 of 1955
West Marquette County Sanitation Authority 1974 Act 179 of 1947

27 Recycling Infrastructure and Market Opportunities Map. Environmental Protection Agency (accessed 1/27/25)
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html|?id=fefb46fd31a14b80a836bd0bd4d788e2

28 Survey conducted by Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority, 2026

29 As of July 2026.
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Privately owned disposal facilities maintain their viability by creating revenue in excess of the cost of
operation. The operational realities for private businesses necessitate that they continue to receive a
sufficient amount of waste. Since the amount of waste of generation within the planning area is
expected to remain flat or decline in the near future, these facilities may rely on the additional
importation of waste from outside sources. The importation of additional waste may reduce the overall
capacity of facilities to provide for the planning area’s needs. Alternatively, the larger flows of the waste
disposal market may provide financial incentives for the exportation of waste to facilities outside of the
planning area.

dfills will result in increased
as the distance from

In either instance, interruption of service or closure of privately own
costs in waste disposal due to increased fuel consumption and tr

Solid Waste Collection S
Infrastructure

An inventory [see Appendix D
assessments indicates tha e Central Upper Peninsula have access to
curbside solid waste co icipali erated, contracted, or private subscription

> hauling companies, and the availability of
curbside se ) ity to all-season public roads and household density. Private
to established transportation routes, leaving gaps as distance

ary collection point along an all-season designated road. All-season
aintained, and have available room for haulers to turn around,
c s. This means there are areas where “curbside” service may be
available but requires a old to collect and transport garbage or carts to a second location for

collection.

Where curbside collection service is not available, there are some individual residents that drive
considerable (up to 30 miles or more) distance to dispose of waste or participate in recycling at the
nearest permanent drop-off. Open responses to surveys conducted in the past several years with waste
collection questions identified that older respondents were less likely to support service that requires
the transportation of trash or carts to secondary pickup locations, particularly in winter months. In rural
areas, this means that there will likely continue to be gaps in curbside collection infrastructure just
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based on the practical requirements of providing service. This reduced accessibility increases the cost
burden on residents to store and transport their own waste materials.

Only 4 of the 12 cities of the region still offer municipal waste and/or recycling management services;
the maijority have a contracted third-party hauler and utilize utility billing to provide service efficiency to
households. Two townships offer municipal waste services in built-up residential areas, but do not
serve the entirety of the residents. Through the years, a variety of difficulties have contributed to a
reduction in municipally-run hauling and drop-off programs. Cities across the region have ended these
operations through their public works departments and handed responsi s to private companies
operating under their own procedures. Where municipal ordinances place, many reflect out-of-
date state laws and definitions because they have not been revi larly by legislative bodies. A

areas.

Solid Waste Processi oquially “transfer stations” that collect drop-off or
hauled materials at an inte i site b i 1ate transportation for disposal or processing
[see Appendix A: 1 : ntory for an inventory of facilities]. Two types of

qulers or other collection infrastructure in one location before
transferring the er to disposal and/or processing sites. Non-mechanical transfer stations
come in a variety i s, but are generally a placement of containers allowing for the

residential solid waste, and may or may not incorporate space for recycling, organics, or other types of
diversion. These may be as simple as a collection of dumpsters that are open to residents on certain
days of the week, to larger sites including compaction equipment and source-separation collection
containers. There are additional sites where a municipality may provide a dumpster or drop-off for
seasonal residents or specific types of materials like glass or yard waste. In five of the six counties
(Dickinson as exception) residents can drop solid waste and recycling at publicly-accessible landfills or
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landfill-adjacent facilities. The region’s rural nature can mean that the nearest drop-off is across county
lines, leaving non-residents unable to participate or having to pay a premium.

Private entities providing collection, transportation, and disposal infrastructure have created internal
incentives that raise the cost for additional haulers to enter or maintain their position in the market. A
lack of additional haulers in the rural areas creates little incentive for competition, and a need to ensure
continued availability of solid waste collection service for residents at an affordable rate. At the same
time, there may be haulers not interested at present in expanding their operations to include recycling
services where a municipality has not first solicited for the service, and they do not currently
have a waste pickup contract already in place. Using the same colle ehicles and routes allows the
hauler to increase efficiency and economy of scale, which result service costs to residents.
From the perspective of private haulers, each would offer addi services if enough
residents desired the service and would pay the service ¢

Transportation cost is seen as a large barrier to Upper, sula materials ma ent coordination,
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Figure 7: Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Facilities and Waste Flows
Source: CUPPAD
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Gap Analysis: Evaluation of Deficiencies and Problems with
Solid Waste Management in the Planning Area

Despite a strong foundation of waste management progress in the central Upper Peninsula over the
past 50-plus years, several gaps emerge when comparing the planning area’s current systems to what
Part 115 expects for a forward-looking Materials Management Plan. A delicate balance exists between
the amount of solid waste generated, transported, and disposed; the revenues needed to operate
facilities and programs; the preservation of disposal capacity; and the ization of environmental
risk.

The key issues in the central Upper Peninsula regarding solid

e Heavy reliance on landfilling due to a lack of infras ptions available to

support participation in an alternative system.

o Higher disposal costs relative to the State av ompetition and
high transportation costs.

e Present inefficiencies in logistics, costs, and st i lations that are exacerbated in

areas with cross-border waste management.

° te from other counties and outside of
° ns for services.

° of curbside collection.

° t the level of current service

options for waste disposa ials Management Plan. In general, the
preferred alternati isting landfills for solid wastes generated and

materials management w be a reduction in the amount sent for final disposal through volume
reduction techniques, waste diversion, and materials recovery programs. However, as diversion of
additional materials becomes more prevalent, it is likely that solid waste disposal costs will rise to make
up for the reduction in volume. With the region already experiencing higher than average disposal
costs, market pressure may influence the closure or consolidation of existing private facilities. This
would put immediate stress on the remaining facilities to provide additional capacity, and rural service
costs would likely continue to rise based on transportation costs to viable disposal sites.
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Increased recycling and organics diversion would increase the long-term sustainability of the current
system by increasing landfill lifespan and reducing capital costs. Transitioning to a diversion-based
system will require intentional restructuring of policy and investments. Regional coordination in shared
infrastructure or contractual agreements, and policy tools like flow control, standardize service
standards, and similar pricing structures will be important to maintain equitable service costs across the
planning area. Further investment in rural access to curbside transfer stations and drop-off sites in
underserved areas with incorporation of diversion infrastructure would create a more resilient materials
collection and transportation system and supports equity in service acce

To achieve long-term materials management goals, the system mu t to be more resilient by
redesigning funding models to support equitable access to wast activities, and directly
integrate those activities into the existing logistics network of t i system. Costs are likely to

For a rural region like the central Upper Pen i and organics diversion into the

existing solid waste management system rath ' OUi ly separate systems is the
growth: efore, diversion should be

shed hauling systems instead of treating landfills

and haulers as separate ies. ages in using the existing infrastructure in place to

diversion by adding surcha ing landfill tipping fees; while this does not reduce
the burden o Such a mechanism would use the existing system
to fund its g i i Id support the existing facilities in transitioning away from using

waste di posal, and align with the benefits of extending landfill capacity

34



RECYCLING

Introduction

In 2023, Michigan’s Part 115 was expanded from a focus on solid waste management, to a broader
spectrum of materials management including recycling and organics w. iversion. While recycling
activities have been in place in some central U.P. municipalities for | decades, the State’s goals
and this Materials Management Plan envision a more compleme accessible system that
provides additional opportunities to divert materials from landfi . 115 broadly defines
“recyclable materials” as metals, plastics, paper, glass, ru textiles, wo ste, food waste, yard
clippings, and other materials that may be recycled or sted. Many local ling programs
already in place accept many of these materials, ho ollection, and

systems because rural geg ) economics make traditional curbside approaches
difficult to replicate. Wi is i n will continue to see siloed efforts and

2 . solid waste disposal in Michigan by Grand Valley State
University a ichi Business Forum® in 2016 and 2024 found that approximately
one-third of disp Id be recycled in categories described as “conventional recycling”
ventional recyclables (paper, cardboard, glass, plastic bottles/tubs,
and metal cans) could ed in typical recycling programs and with the available processing
infrastructure currently present. In addition, another third of materials could be diverted from landfilling
as “recoverable organics” by creating processing capacity through composting facilities or other means.

30 (2024). Economic Impact Potential and Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste in Michigan. Michigan Sustainable
Business Forum.
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Figure 8: Michigan MSW Mean Composition
Source: Michigan Sustainable Business Forum

Ease of Recycling for Materials in Michigan MSW
(mean % by weight)

Comprehensive Conventional
Recycling Recycling
16% 28%
Recoverable

) Conventional
Organics ‘ Recycling+
34% o

Not Recoverable
| 19%

Using these estimates, and extrapolating on S al data iversion within the central
is of conventional recyclables and

41,480 tons of organic was he planning area to be captured
using current means. A mprehensive recycling materials could be
expected to be presen d with additional infrastructure or program
support

ironmental Protection Act requires recycling
ion of glass, paper and paper products, metals, textiles, and

in the central Uppe i : ever, these materials are not typically counted in local level
recycling reporting.

31(2025) FY 2024 Report on Part 175, Recycling Reporting. EGLE.
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/materials-management/recycling/part-175-michigan-recycling-reporting
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Figure 9: FY 2024 Part 175 Recycables Reporting
Source: EGLE

FY2024 Part 175 Recyclables
Plastic and Plastic Products
79%

Ferrous Metals, including white goods
17.8%

Paper and Paper Products
51.5%

Monferrous Metals

Textiles
1%

Other Single Stream Recyclable Materials

5%

Table 11: Feasibility of Material Capture

Source: CUPPAD

Materials Current Feasibility of Capture Infrastructure Expansion Need

Paper and paperboard Collection capacity

Glass Processing capacity and end markets

Metals Existing
Plastics Collection capacity
Rubber and Collection, processing, and end markets

Textiles

Collection, processing and end markets

Processing capacity

Collection and processing capacity

Yard Clippings

Collection and processing capacity

Local Recyclin

The lack of local reporting on recycling and diversion activities in the past makes estimating and

documenting recycling and organics diversion rates difficult for the central Upper Peninsula. Data gaps,

voluntary reporting, unreported diversion, and interstate movement complicate data collection.
Throughout the development of this Plan, voluntary and anecdotal reporting was used to make
estimates and assumption on the current level of diversion activities. Beginning in FY 2025, voluntary
reporting by facility type required to be implemented by Part 115 became available. Even with this
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method accessible, some known facilities within the area either declined to participate, or reported
materials that were ultimately transferred to other area facilities. While the central system made
reportable volume easier to collate, inconsistent reporting methodologies and program requirements
still create limitations.

Analyzing FY 2025 reporting in the State’s RETRAC system and available local facility reporting,
approximately 7,523.9 tons of recycable materials were captured within the planning area. The majority
of this reporting comes from the Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority and the Delta
County Solid Waste Management Authority. This reporting is additiona plicated by the fact that
Delta contracts with Marquette for additional materials processing f e types of materials.
Privately-owned facilities and those exempt from other Part 115 s are not required to report
their activities. A stronger framework for reporting and more ¢
and local levels would increase confidence in the area’s regycli

Table 12: FY 2025 Recycling Facilities Reporting
Source: EGLE
(volume in tons; FY 2025 data from RETRAC)*

Facility Name Total Tons Recycled
Delta Solid Waste Management Authori 1,408.0
Marquette County Solid Waste Manage rity 6,103.4*
TOTAL 7,511.4 tons
ss 56 ived SWMA and shipped to MCSWMA

In Marquette County, the M > nty Soli Manag nt Authority maintains recycling
rates by municipality, und [ ing me ism that is used to bill municipalities for solid
waste tipping fees by igin. By munici , the cities and suburban townships of the

i en 10-13%. Marquette County as a whole
ounty maintains a rate of 6.3%. From available

nism, Marquette Solid Waste Management Authority is able to
municipalities (or groups served by common transfer sites). This
reporting allows munic 0 gauge participation and identify service gaps. This level of information,
when combined with geographic context, demographics, and reviews of local service provisions and
mechanisms, is more able to become actionable in identifying strengths and weaknesses of an
operating system. Having this level of data in more communities within the planning area would be
useful for both identifying needs and communicating success within recycling programs.

32 (2026) County Planning Development Tools and Resources. EGLE.
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/materials-management/solid-waste/planning/planning-development-items
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Table 13: FY 2024 Marquette County Municipality Recycling Rates

Source: MCSWMA

Single-Stream | ) einal Solid
Residential &
L . Waste . .
Municipality or Commercial . - Recycling Collection
. ; Residential &
Transfer Station Group Recycling . Rate Infrastructure
Commercial
(tons)
(tons)
Chocolay Township 218.49 1997.29 Curbside carts/bins
Ewing Township 2.23 53.76 N/A
Forsyth Township 69.91 2857.56 Drop-off/limited curbside
Curbside bins (Carts in
City of Ishpeming 333.72 3139.72 2027)
City of Marquette 2283.76 16091, 12.43% side carts/drop-off
Marquette Township 319.20 12.33% side carts
City of Negaunee 244 .19 carts
Negaunee Township 176.24 Curbside carts
Powell Township 40.16 Drop-off
Richmond Township 13.24 Curbside carts
Republic Township 29.92 Curbside carts

Sands Township 46.72 Drop-off

Skandia West Branch

Transfer Drop-off

Skandia Township P

West Branch Townshi

Turin Township Limited
Limited

Mixed curbside carts/drop-

0,
5.69% off

4067.66

TOTAL FOR ALL
MUNICIPALITIES

4,043.19 37,566.34 9.72%

Local-level reporting allows for more strategic identification and action. As an example from the table
above, transitioning a program towards a widespread recycling cart-based system can boost recycling
rates and reduce household garbage volumes. In Richmond Township, recycling rates for FY 2024
were around 4%. The Township worked with its hauler to provide a recycling program and carts to
households in 2025. Having a direct, convenient, option to recycle provides more participation in a
program. That access resulted in a 175% increase in the quarterly recycling rate, putting them on

39



average with other Marquette County municipalities with similar access in a short period. This helps
demonstrate that convenience is one of the primary factors in recycling participation; many people
began recycling, or recycling more often, once they had a curbside collection option available.

Recycling Programs

Community-level recycling programs in the central U.P. began in the 197
efforts to initiate them. Many communities have established programs
several decades, while others may have initiated and ended progr;
or sustainability. The success of a recycling program largely de

usually after citizen-led
ave been in place for

ue to lack of volume, service,
dividual household

participation and manual sorting activities. A recycling progr n reducing effort and
increasing convenience for households, which should le

However, increasing recycling convenience for house It in increased
levels of recycling awareness without maintaining orcement.

Successful rural and small community recycling program rate on collecting a standard suite of
i types. To add value, these programs

convenient methods of inve i [amination levels by offering greater opportunities
for non-particip '

2 s significantly reduce contamination as the consumer is generally
more willing to partici i on, but generally reduces overall recycling rates because fewer

use the drop-off sites en they feel that recycling is a convenient activity and when they are
more familiar with the sites:®® Therefore, drop-off sites should be located in high-traffic areas where
people are more likely to be present, and sites should maintain user safety, security, and cleanliness so
that a positive perception is maintained.

33 Lakhan, C. (2015). A Comparison of Single and Multi-Stream Recycling Systems in Ontario, Canada. Resources, 4(2), 384-
397. https://doi.org/10.3390/resources4020384

34 Sidique, et.al. (2010) The effects of behavior and attitudes on drop-off recycling activities. Resources, Conservation and
Recycling. 54(3), 163-170. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2009.07.012
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The alignment of municipal recycling guidelines with materials accepted by Materials Recovery
Facilities (MRFs) is a clear way to reduce contamination and inefficiency in recycling programs.
Providing education to waste generators about what constitutes acceptable single-stream materials
(material types and cleanliness) minimizes the level of contamination and increases the processing
efficiency of MRFs. To increase the effectiveness and efficiency of municipal curbside recycling
programs, municipalities with single-stream recyclable collection should provide households with
bins/carts that have sufficient space to accommodate the current and future generation of recyclables,
along with continuing education.

The expansion of curbside recycling areas that are underserved or
would require significant long-term investment in collection carts

ve access to drop-off centers
nd aggregation bins for

transportation. Expansion of curbside programs in more urban ake into consideration
institutional and multi-family housing that may currently be ercial, rather than
residential level of service and may lack equitable acce time, expansion
into commercial recycling represents a large gap in | gated cardboard
are present at volume from commercial sources; a ound that

containers, and do not find per-tip based feg ical. uraging local haulers to expand
iners, and supporting connections

maintain oversight and sitg ! e should be realized as a long-term capital
: age and sustain. In areas where the private

government i=supported’programming to fill gaps in service. Municipalities may use
their existing s¢ ent ordinances to support expansions into recycling, and then
organics, service ; formation on these mechanisms is explored in the Mechanisms
section of this Plan.

Despite public support fo ycling, participation remains uneven. Many worry that their effort will be
wasted and their recycling will ultimately end up landfilled after reaching a processing facility. The
recycling industry standard is to maintain contamination rates below 5%; under Part 115, every
Materials Recovery Facility and Waste Diversion Center is held to maintaining less than 15% of their
annual materials disposed as solid waste. The reality in the central U.P. is that recycling tipping fees

35 Gap Analysis 2025. Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy.
36 (2024) An Assessment of the U.S. Recycling System. Environmental Protection Agency.
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-12/financial_assessment of us recycling_system_infrastructure.pdf
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are so low compared to solid waste fees, that disposing of recycables as solid waste would represent a
significant financial loss to those facilities that have invested in recycling processing infrastructure.

Another way to engender public support for transitioning to a materials management system and
preventing excess cost burden may be to transition current recycling programs to a “Pay-As-You-
Throw” (PAYT) model. Some communities in the central Upper Peninsula still participate in “bag tags”
or per-bag fees for the collection and disposal of solid waste. PAYT expands upon this concept to
create an economic incentive for residents to participate in alternative systems: if it costs more to
dispose of waste rather than to recycle it, people will be more likely to ate. The majority of the
current recycling programs present in the area use flat-rate utility billi subscription fees for service.
Residents are somewhat burdened then by having to pay additio to participate in diversion,
while those who generate more disposable are subsidized by . Under a PAYT system,
residents only pay for what they generate, and the cost of stem is more fairly
distributed.

Materials Recovery Facilities

Recycling prevents the disposal of poten
or be disposed of through other means. Ma
recyclables to sort and process them into co nufacturers for further
refinement and reuse in produc ecyclable materials from waste that
has little to no value has bee g recycling programs. The
separation therefore gene : (households and commercial/industrial
establishments), requi ally separate recyclables collected by a local
program.

at would otherwise end up in landfills
(MRFs) collect diverted

The most pop gle-Stream Recycling (SSR). Single-stream
methods re on the consumer by allowing all potentially recyclable materials to
be plac rom waste to be disposed of. Many recycling programs in the

central U: or curbside collection of recyclable plastics, metals,
cardboard, @ i d products. Separate collection methods may exist for other
recyclable mate i . ever, single-stream programs also increase the potential cross-

contamination and i to sort recyclable and non-recyclable materials at recovery
facilities. Dual-stream eam methods separate materials into additional containers or
collection processes that ire additional education, infrastructure, and cost to maintain. Single-
stream MRFs offset the education and time-investment of the waste generated by investing in
processing, and utilizing human and mechanical sorting methods to sort comingled materials.*’

Higher contamination rates lower the quality of incoming recyclables and increase overall MRF
operating costs due to additional sorting time and related staffing costs. This contamination affects

37 Lakhan, C. (2015). A Comparison of Single and Multi-Stream Recycling Systems in Ontario, Canada. Resources, 4(2), 384-
397. https://doi.org/10.3390/resources4020384
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operating efficiency, leading to stoppages on processing lines for removal of wastes and repair of
equipment. Contaminated materials also affect other processed materials in common storage, leading
to a decrease in end-product quality. Other factors affecting MRF throughput and contamination include
plastic bags, glass breakage, complex packaging of different recyclable materials, limitations of optical
sorting scanners, and materials that are not widely accepted or valuable.®® If recyclables at the
beginning or end of the sorting process contain too much contamination, then the materials are
removed for disposal in the landfill.

The capacity of a Materials Recovery Facility to accept and capture re
on the volume of materials received, their processing infrastructure,
from the processing and sale of materials is affected by the prop

le materials is dependent
affing. Revenue generated
aterial types, the frequency

of delivery, and the associated commodity cost paid by receivi facilities. The aggregate
average price per ton for material types fluctuates from m jority of recycling
revenues are derived from fiber products, paper, and c igher physical
volume of total materials. Like landfills, MRF succes olume, as well as
the ability to process, transport, and sell materials t the driving

factor in the success of recycling; without viable end m i ng in recycling is ineffective.

Figure 10: Kraft Paper Rolls at ProAmpac UP Paper
End markets, also known as reuse Source: ProAmpac
markets, are the businesses or industries

products, keeping value i
economy. Witho

costs. Few businesses 2 dustries in the central U.P. are known to be using recycled feedstock at
scale. Paper mills in the region generally accept quantities of recycled paper products for incorporation

38 (August 2024) An Assessment of the U.S. Recycling System: Financial Estimates to Modernize Material Recovery
Infrastructure. Environmental Protection Agency. https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-
12/financial_assessment_of us_recycling_system_infrastructure.pdf

39 (2026) Toolkit for Identifying Reuse Markets for Recycled Material in Michigan. Michigan State University.
https://ced.msu.edu/research/publications/handbooks
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into papermaking content. ProAmpac UP Paper in Manistique produces natural kraft paper for
packaging applications made from 100% recycled fiber.

The Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority (MCSWMA) currently operates its MRF and
recycling activities through a brand named “Recycle906”. MCSWMA had previously developed an in-

house recycling capability, but saw that expansion would allow the processing of additional material as

a possible revenue generation source, and that by diverting material, the engineered life of the landfill

could be preserved. In 2020, it secured funding through a $3 million interest-free loan from Closed Loop
Partners*®, an investment firm focused on building capacity for the cir”conomy, and $800,000 in
recycling infrastructure grants from the Department

of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE).  Figure 11: Sorters at Recycle906 MRF

Combined with a traditional loan funded through a Source: Marquette Mining Journal (photo by Annie Lippert)
temporary increase in the tipping fee to the landfill = o e

for the recycling infrastructure, the $6.3 million - N {r G
expansion of the MRF and operations of s =
MCSWMA provided the capacity to exponentially
increase the capture of material.

Single-stream collected materials are pro
within the facility by automated sorting sys
technology and people on the receiving line.
Automated equipment includes optical sorter:

on avai

increase in local recycli cipation. Furthermore, agreements with out-of-county municipalities to
accept materials for processing at the MRF have extended recycling options to the greater region. Prior
to the facility’s 2020 expansion, the MRF was able to process roughly 1,500 tons of material per year.
In 2023, the processed amount peaked in excess of 8,300 tons, and the facility has capacity to continue
to accept 10,000-12,000 tons total in its current configuration. Additional capacity could be realized by

40 https://www.closedlooppartners.com/
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increasing the number of days per week when processing and delivery can occur, and by adding
additional workforce capacity.

Recycle906 demonstrates that scalable and successful integration of diversion into the existing waste
management system can be accomplished within the central Upper Peninsula. This facility has the
current capacity to accept recyclable materials collected within the planning area at present, and can
continue to scale to meet demand. Transportation is the dominant barrier to scaling the system from
household collection, community consolidation, and regional processing. Investing in collection
infrastructure alone is not sufficient to ensure the success of a recyclin ram, as volume and end
market access drive revenue generation and system sustainability.

diversion network that is detached from the current wast ent system. The current recycling
system is functional, but fragmented by a investment. Low population density
complicates the collection, transportation, & le recyclable materials in a similar

recycling programs.

The key issues in the ¢ recycling management are:

reporting frameworks reduce the operational

anisms for recycling management are necessary at the local level to
portation; processing is offset by revenue generated by sale of

The Materials Manageme anning Committee reviewed and discussed various scenarios and
options for recycling management over the creation of the Materials Management Plan. In the near
term, expanding access to recycling infrastructure (curbside collection carts and drop-off collection
sites) has been identified as a way to boost recycling participation. This infrastructure should be
integrated into the operations of existing hauling service providers, and be co-located with existing
transfer stations and landfill-adjacent sites. Haulers can be incentivized to incorporate recycling
collection into their service delivery by providing municipality-owned carts to households, or ensuring
mandatory participation in programs by ordinance or contract language.
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Standardizing recycling messaging and regulations is necessary to reduce confusion and
contamination in recycling programs, and to apply consistent frameworks and reporting requirements.
Unified language in contracting and ordinances can apply consistency across service expectations, and
add requirements for local hauler and facility reporting. More consistent reporting can be used as
messaging to document success and reduce skepticism in the system. Increasing the availability of
education and marketing is a non-infrastructure investment that can support behavioral change, and
school and institutional partnerships can reinforce diversion practices at a young age.

sible to end markets, if
he market and its efficiency
d create stable demand will

While expanding collection activities makes recyclable materials more
there are not enough end market users to support processing and r
are deflated. Stronger reuse markets that can reliably absorb m

take coordinated and strategic actions at the operational and vel. Locally, businesses
should participate in materials management engagement rocessors to identify
which types of materials could feasibly be used in their adjustment or

product developers and manufacturers. Partnership
additional use of local materials.

Large scale glass recycling outside the bg i known gap in waste diversion activities

across the Upper Peninsula. While glass is inli uantities at processors and through
local drop-off programs, the sheer weight a ompounded by the lack of a
local secondary market, has been a barrier to rsion. There has been
innovation activity locally; a p. higan Technological University,
the Dickinson County Road'Commi ( 906 used several million crushed glass bottles to

ing project. The wider availability of sand and

uses for glas ials‘eould benefit from additional research partnerships
' ecycling market innovation programs.

anics collection and logistical transfer infrastructure should be
and-spoke” diversion system that takes advantage of existing
)N, hauling, and processing. A hub-and-spoke system relies on the

throughput to meet expe demand. Others need additional infrastructure to expand current activities,
and/or flexibility in operations to expand access to additional residents.

Regional coordination will be important to utilizing shared infrastructure and creating operational
efficiencies that maintain the cost of diversion below the cost of disposal. Shared hauling agreements,
regional contracting, and cooperative infrastructure ownership will reduce the burden on individual
counties to ensure recycling access is available to residents. As the region transitions to materials
management, it will be important to support communities with the best information and options available
to meet their needs.
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ORGANIC MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

Generation

Organics diversion at scale is a viable option for waste in the Upper Peninsula. Organic materials,
including food waste and yard waste, represent one of the largest and ctionable components of
the municipal solid waste stream. Organic wastes also represent o e largest sources of methane
and gas emissions from landfills, requiring costly monitoring and systems. Based on

averaged audits of municipal solid waste in Michigan, organic itute approximately 37%
of waste disposal.*' MSW Composition in the central U.P. | rates to contain
approximately 23,995 tons of food waste materials and wastes.*? The

well as create additional benefits by feeding people,
compost.

Michigan’s yard waste banhas dri \ e state’s composting industry, where facilities
diverting this material 2 i e additional organics for compost production. Yard

al yard waste programs, the resulting compost may be used to
2as or be used in construction projects. Wood wastes are

f material disposed of in Michigan landfills. Food waste is food that
ans and is discarded, including food that is safe to eat and food that
is unsafe to eat or inedib e diversion of food wastes from the waste stream represents great social,
economic, and environmental value that can be readily removed from disposal with intentional action
and less capital investment than other diversion**. The majority of action related to food waste diversion

41(2024) Michigan Municipal Solid Waste Characterization 2024.

42 EGLE Materials Generation Tool

43 Gap Analysis 2023 [revised March 2024]. Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy.

44 (2023) Michigan Food Waste Roadmap. Michigan Sustainable Business Forum. mifoodwasteroadmap.org
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is through a combination of actions focused on prevention of food waste disposal, rescue of foods
before they become waste, and diversion of food waste into organics materials management
processes.

Food Waste Diversion

Food loss and food waste is primarily generated in homes and business
restaurants. The first level of sustainable food waste management wo
change that results in less waste generated at these sources. Con s would be tasked with
improving their understanding of food waste causes, and creati ities for more efficient use of
food. Since behavioral change takes time to implement and rel tive action of individuals,
creating additional opportunities to rescue food or divert f aste may be actionable for

materials management stakeholders.

ceGLE SUSTAINABLE FOOD MANAGEMENT

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENT, GREAT LAKES, AND ENERGY

ike grocery stores and
achieved through behavior

Figure 12: Sustainable Food Management Hierarchy
Source: Michigan EGLE

PREFERRED

Produce, purchase, and put on
your plate only what you need

Eat what you take; Donate extra
to food banks and shelters
What you don't eat could be
used to feed animals
Your food waste can be used to
make fuel and electricity
Build healthy soils and reduce
carbon in the atmosphere

v _a

LESS PREFERRED

October 2022
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Food waste diversion activities may be focused on diverting waste before it may be received by solid
waste or organic processing facilities or food rescue organizations. In the central U.P., food waste
diversion systems are currently limited in scale and geographic availability. Participation in food waste
diversion and/or composting remains voluntary and is primarily concentrated in areas where collection
and processing services are available. Food rescue activities through charities that connect surplus
food from individuals and businesses to those in need currently represent the largest source of food
diversion in Michigan*®. With recent increases in grocery prices, the charitable food system has an
increased demand for donated surplus food. For rescue strategies to ha meaningful impact,
capacity to receive and distribute donated food must increase substa

Local food pantries, service organizations, and food banks are lo r participation in food rescue

in the central Upper Peninsula. All items that are provided to r tions must be within the
manufacturer's printed expiration or best-by date, and pac and intact. Feeding
America West Michigan is the largest organization, and and distribution
across 40 counties on a regular basis. Other food re senior centers,
St. Vincent DePaul, and the Salvation Army collect istri irectly within

communities.

The United States Department of Agricult i od desert as a community or

community resident who lives more than one mi ity resident living more than 10
miles, from a supermarket or large grocery sto i . The planning area’s rural

foods. Donation of surplus food serves an

important role in meetin i iate hose facing food insecurity. Outside of food rescue,
reducing food loss to di
manufacturers.*®

ed that the majority of food wastes are being disposed of in
landfills within 0 meet the State’s ambitious goals to cut food waste in half by 2030,

od waste reduction and rescue, the expansion of organics management
households and facilities is likely to increase diversion.

organized activities aroU
through composting, both b

45 Gap Analysis 2023 [revised March 2024]. Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy.
46 (2023) Michigan Food Waste Roadmap. Michigan Sustainable Business Forum. mifoodwasteroadmap.org
47 (2026). Food: Material-Specific Data. United States Environmental Protection Agency. Retrieved from
https://www.epa.gov/facts-and-figures-about-materialswaste-and-recycling/food-material-specific-data
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Composting and Organics Facilities

Composting is a self-heating process carried on by bacteria and organisms that decompose organic
materials in the presence of oxygen. The organic material is broken down into a humus and can take
several months to occur. The decomposition process is aided by components in the mixture, and by
aerating the materials regularly to introduce additional oxygen and moisture. The resulting material can
be added as an amendment to the soil to increase the nutrient content and variety of beneficial
microorganisms. Composting at home can reduce the amount of organi ste disposed of while
adding benefits to plant beds and food gardens.

Composting services are often delivered via curbside collection programs, similar to other
materials management programs. Curbside collection is most [ sely populated areas with
established collection routes, where collectors can capture scraps and achieve
economies of scale. Drop-off programs are more suitab rural areas, or cities

communities with strong environmental awareness, where ts are willing to make the extra effort,
or in areas with existing infrastructure, su arks, or community centers, that can
host collection points. For convenience an ting drop-offs, they should be co-
located with existing solid waste or recycling

Figure 13: Production at Partridge Creek Compost
Source: Partridge Creek Compost

B 73 \ S L

methods of large-scale composting introduce
self-contained and mechanical processes that
speed the process of decomposition.

Part 115 divides composting facilities into
“small”’, “medium”, and “large” sized facilities,
utilizing “class 1” (general organic materials)

and “class 2” (mixed municipal solid wastes,
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biosolids, and other controlled substances) compostable materials. Most municipalities in the region
have established “small” or “medium” class 1 composting facilities or equivalent programs to manage
grass, leaves, brush, and wood waste. Class 1 facilities are designed to process non-hazardous/non-
controlled organic materials and are generally limited to small percentages of non-yard waste material
(food waste or other organics); up to 5% and above 500 cubic yards of total material for “small” facilities
and up to 10% and between 500-10,000 cubic yards of total material for “medium” facilities.

Any compost facility processing greater than 10% non-yard waste organics and has greater than 500
cubic yards of material on site at any time is classified as a “large” facili requires a general permit.
“‘Medium” and “Large” facilities also have requirements for siting, an e” facilities require additional
statutory compliance measures. Type Il landfills are also able to materials on-site if the

While yard waste diversion infrastructure is well establish h do not require

general permit financial and monitoring requirements size category) or
facilities contiguous to Type Il landfills, it does not sion into food
waste diversion. The additional compliance and finan cale facilities

Very small “exempt” sites may operate with t where on-site volumes remain
limited to less than 500 cubic ya i y e composting activities do not
create nuisances like odors s, lea ' contamination. These facilities
must still notify EGLE of equired to hold a permit to operate, nor are they
required to remain bel nd rural communities, one or more “exempt”

facilities may adequately stin ood waste with very few regulatory
requirements.

aterial at greater than 10% of total material. Partridge Creek

Upper Peninsula’s only current large-scale organics

collection se ite. In 2024, Partridge Creek Compost diverted 295,000 pounds of
sidential, institutional, and commercial collection in Marquette County.

University and local rée o collect food waste, as well as provides curbside organics collection
to residential households:Based on its current site capacity, PCC could expand to collect up to 5,000-
6,000 annual cubic yards (nearly the same in tons) without additional construction or permitting. The
remaining composting facilities in the region focus primarily on yard wastes, along with co-located
compost sites at landfills that use finished materials for alternative daily cover, construction restoration,
and closure.

The management of organic composting sites relies on a sufficient amount of materials to maintain
regulated processes within the nature of the climate of the planning area. During particularly cold
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periods, proper composting collection, maintenance, and processing are difficult to maintain. Partridge
Creek Compost identified this as an issue early on in their operations, and developed methods to self-
heat their collection trailers to prevent freezing. The success of PCC and other start-up organics
management facilities in the Upper Peninsula are evidence that larger-scale food waste collection and
composting are viable options for communities.

The production and use of high-quality compost improves soil structure, enhances water retention,
reduces reliance on synthetic fertilizers, and minimizes nutrient runoff into regional waterways. These
outcomes contribute directly to agricultural productivity, food quality, a economic resilience of
rural communities. Organics disposed of in landfills create methane combustible product
requiring careful monitoring and management, and lock nutrients m being reused or replaced.

Putting compost back into the food production system helps to ts for people and animals
to eat, and the resulting wastes are recycled back into the t system. In this
manner, the production of local compost directly benefi urrent weakness
identified in the central Upper Peninsula’s food syst sh food products
and limited local production. Expanding the producti e expansion
of local end markets (farms, hobbyists, and other food o can directly benefit from local

access to materials.

Table 13 details the currently reported ton uced by the reporting organics
facility. Because materials are rotated into t , sometimes the total amount of
finished compost is larger than the amount of a given year. Similar to other
materials management reporti oluntary reporting and an
inconsistent reporting methodo . numbers can vary widely based on facility and

classification. Reporting ational procedures; MCSWMA weighs all organic
materials at delivery to t ' [ : DSWMA provides on-and-off hours public
access to its drop-off site S eigh materials until later in the composting

materials b
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Table 13: FY 2025 Organics Facilities Reporting
Source: EGLE
(volume in tons; FY 2025 data from RETRAC)*8

Facility Name Total Tons Brought Total Tons

on Site Finished Compost
Delta Splld Waste Management 125 2534
Authority
City of Gladstone Compost Site 156.3 225
Dickinson County Solid Waste

1 . 2 .
Management Authority 05859 3933
Marquette County Solid Waste 3.663.7 3.663.7

Management Authority
Forsyth Township
Partridge Creek Compost
TOTAL

processed to create an energy source, and i
of the anaerobic digestion facilities currentl

residuals can also be utilized recycled materials. Management
options available for biosali [ gan typically fall into three categories: landfilling,
incineration, and land a ion presents additional opportunities for waste-

At least one ar ' ' n Menominee County for on-farm use, injecting
natural gas service trunkline. Anaerobic digesters are also
ewater treatment facilities. Due to concerns of contamination
from huma ial, i i er sources, these materials undergo strict testing before
being land ap yosting processes, or are otherwise disposed of in landfills.
Anaerobic dige ) ates bacterial concerns through heating and chemical breakdown
processes. Typically i s are clean enough to be classified for use as fertilizer.

With plentiful timberland a large forest products industry, the collection of wood biomasses for
mass timber or energy production has been outlined as an economic opportunity to meet generation
and sustainability goals for local industry. The Upper Peninsula covers around 30% of total land and
accounts for 45% of the forests in the state. Forest harvesting operations leave 25%—-45% of harvested
biomass including a mix of foliage, bark, small-diameter trees, branches and other materials on the

48 (2026) County Planning Development Tools and Resources. EGLE.
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/materials-management/solid-waste/planning/planning-development-items
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forest floor.*® When removed at sustainable levels, residue harvest does not undermine key ecological
processes in the organic decomposition cycle.®® Wood biomass energy production is already in place in
the central U.P. as part of the use of both virgin and wood residual materials at paper mills, and as
energy production and heating systems at facilities and institutions like North Dickinson County Schools
and Northern Michigan University. The current use of these materials in this manner is an identified gap
in further organics diversion reporting.

The expansion of logging industry into biomass collection, processing, and transportation could support
other project areas utilizing organic materials like composting and dige ergy production. Providing
supportive services, financial, and policy incentives that help identif opportunities for new and
expanding business may help foster growth in both areas. For th ergy production from forest

Gap Analysis: Systems for Orga ent in
the Planning Area

The central U.P. has a mixture of rural and urb reas, households on larger
properties may typically dispose of organic erty. This may result in
composting practices that require less manag aterial takes years to
accumulate, decompose, and more urban areas, space and
compost management are cti an invite pests and odors. Rural areas may also

need to consider that wi ‘ available organic material. In all areas,
households can be edu ods and use completed compost as an
amendment to their own ga g done by individuals at home is nearly
impossible to

self-manage organics through backyard composting.
and costly to transport; transportation distance offsets the

¢ Residents may support sustainable diversion goals but may resist paying for expanded services
beyond solid waste and recycling without some more tangible benefits.

49 Mittlefehldt, S., et. al. (2026). The Northern Woodshed Project: Assessing Local Bioenergy Production in the Northern
Forest. Northern Michigan University.

50 Swinton, et.al. (2020). Why Biomass Residue Is Not as Plentiful as It Looks: Case Study on Economic Supply of Logging
Residues. Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy (2020) volume 00, number 00, pp. 1-23. doi:10.1002/aepp.13067
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With upwards of 38,000 tons of organic waste materials estimated to be generated within the planning
area, and 7,000-8,000 tons of reported management, there is a large gap between the number of
existing and needed facilities. The region currently has a strong foundation for yard waste diversion and
an emerging but underdeveloped system for food waste diversion. Bridging the gap between these two
systems represents a significant opportunity to increase overall diversion, improve system efficiency,
and build a more comprehensive materials management framework. The expansion of organics
collection services and sites face barriers in education, local participation, service cost, weather
characteristics, and lack of supporting infrastructure. Expanding organicsddiversion across the region
will require intentional integration with existing waste management s , as well as the

the responsibility of the
level of service to

important before committing to collection and proce iliti iCi grams are
likely to start at the neighborhood or community level ilities and organics drop-off
locations. Larger organics programs should, build upon the g materials management
infrastructure and service providers to reduce icati lerate adoption. Existing systems
can be scaled or replicated, and experience itali what has already been
successfully demonstrated.

The most realistic entry points

ling an organics program into a wider service area or higher level of
service similar to i management systems. Programs must achieve adequate

rates are increased by g organics management convenient and cost-effective; residents and
businesses should be financially incentivized to divert organic materials into an alternative system
rather than increasing costs for additional services. Organics programs should then be built upon the
existing waste and recycling infrastructure and service providers to accelerate adoption and achieve an
economy of scale.

The rural nature of the planning area may discourage the large-scale collection of organic wastes for
composting at a central location. For cost-effectiveness, facilities should be located within communities
(e.g., at community gardens, local farms, public parks, and schools), or a minimum number of sites in
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proximity to population to reduce transportation needs. Expanding the number of facilities available to
receive organics will also help achieve service integration into existing systems by making hauling
routes more efficient. However, the availability of adequate sites in population-dense areas is often
limited. Furthermore, if land is available, the surrounding community may still oppose the construction
of organics management infrastructure due to perceived concerns related to odor and pest
management.®’!

In addition to siting and operational considerations, access to specialized equipment represents a
significant barrier to entry for smaller or emerging composting program ordinated, regional
approach to equipment sharing offers an opportunity to reduce thes ers. For example, certain
processing equipment (such as compost screening systems) ma required periodically but

carry high capital costs. Shared access to such equipment ca r facilities to produce high-
quality finished compost without the need for redundant in he development of a
distributed network of composting sites while maintaini imilar network for
marketing and sales of finished compost products wi rkets for

used as agricultural inputs at larger food pro ' s and dependence on synthetic
fertilizers.

51 An Assessment of the U.S. Recycling System
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OTHER MATERIALS UTILIZATION
FACILTIES

Innovative Technology Facilities

Innovative Technology Facilities under Part 115 are materials ement facilities that
convert solid waste into energy or a usable product, in met ot otherwise classify
them as MSW incinerators, materials recovery facilities, i ies, or anaerobic

e Pyrolysis plants
o Gasification facilities
o Plasma arc systems
e Chemical recycling plants
Refuse-Derived F

hemicals. In that manner, they can be reused
of materials management facilities, innovative technology

facility at scale withi entral Upper Peninsula should examine the feasibility of its
implementation in the current system in detail, specifically identifying how to mitigate excess
cost burden on residents through the transition, ensuring that environmental and regulatory
concerns are mitigated, and providing contingency for a return to the traditional system upon
facility closure if necessary.
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Waste Diversion Facilities

A Waste Diversion Center is defined as “a property or building, or a portion of a property or building,
designated for the purpose of receiving or collecting diverted wastes and not used for residential
purposes”. In practical terms, it is a location where specific waste materials are collected before being
sent for recycling, reuse, treatment, or another preferred management method instead of disposal in a
landfill or incinerator.

Examples include locations that receive and temporarily collect diverte
authorized recycling, reuse, treatment, or disposal facilities, includin

tes before sending them to

e Household hazardous waste collection facilities.
o Electronics recycling collection sites.
e Battery collection and recycling drop-off centers.
e Light bulb and lamp collection sites.
¢ Community recycling drop-off centers that ¢ er than
recyclables.
e Sharps collection programs that transfer collec i authorized medical waste
treatment facilities.
e Temporary collection facilities ope iCi counties, or private entities for
diverted waste streams.

A Waste Diversion Center essentially functio i lidation point, and is not a
processing facility. Many other agtivities may b e diversion, like reuse and

The primary waste dive tivities present in the central Upper Peninsula include household
hazardous waste collection, electronics recycling, and battery collection. Part 115 requires facilities that
primarily collect and temporarily store diverted wastes to voluntarily report their status to EGLE, or
requires notification if the facility collects more than 50 tons of material per year. Similar to other
materials management reporting, the collection of data relies on voluntary reporting to RETRAC and an
inconsistent reporting methodology. Facilities voluntarily collecting source-separated materials like
metals may report the collection and then send the materials to an additional facility (including other
types of materials management facilities) for processing. Central U.P. reporting facilities have also
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included diversion of materials like recycling, which overlaps with transfer station and processing facility
reporting. The result is that no central U.P. facility is a Part 115 mandatory reporting facility, and those
that are currently voluntarily reporting materials other than metals are limited.

Table 14: FY 2025 Waste Diversion Facility Reporting
Source: EGLE
(volume in tons; FY 2025 data from RETRAC)52

Facility Name Voluntary or Primary Type(s) of Total Tons Diverted
Mandatory Diverted Material
Reporter

Dickinson County Sqlld Waste Voluntary 53 47 tons

Management Authority

Sands Township Transfer Voluntary teries, Electronics

. 11.5 tons
Station
Wood Island Landfill Voluntary Meta‘ tons

TOTAL 142.21 tons

Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) include icides, s ts, automotive fluids, and other
types of chemicals. While some household haz eg be disposed of by residents in
household trash, most materi to specialized management

systems. From a Part 11 V collection facility or Waste Diversion Center
receives household ha tination is typically a licensed hazardous waste
treatment, storage, or di olid waste landfill. Many landfills in the central
U.P. maintain HH ities provide annual events for collection.
These materi processing and disposal sites outside of the

planning

52 (2026) County Planning Development Tools and Resources. EGLE.
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/materials-management/solid-waste/planning/planning-
development-items
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Alger Conservation District

Limited, program availability varies

Delta Solid Waste Management
Authority

Permanent HHW collection site; free to county resid
lightbulbs, mercury devices, batteries, etc.

: also collects

Dickinson County Solid Waste
Management Authority

Second Tuesday of each month from 9-10

Marquette County Solid Waste
Management Authority

Menominee County
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MATERIALS MANAGEMENT GOALS

Introduction

The goals and recommendations contained in the Central Upper Peninsul
reflect the long-term waste and sustainability goals of the State of Michi
area, the input of stakeholders through extensive public engageme
analysis of local communities and needs. These goals are fact-b
demographic characteristics, environmental conditions, and exi
previous sections of this plan.

Materials Management Plan
nd the six-county planning
plan development, and the
take into account

inventories detailed in

d and the feasibili
uld proactively consider

With the realities of the preceding sections of this Plan i
management activities in the region, all municipaliti
waste, recycling, and organics services if possible,
operation and siting of materials management program
sections of this Materials Management Plan.i

scaling materials
tes to their solid

per Peninsula must integrate various
cture and logistics of the entire

The low population densit L e challenges for materials management.
Collection routes are lon ity i , transportation costs are higher, and economies

of scale are more difficu areas of Michigan. As a result, materials
management systems tha require modification to function effectively
within the plann ost driver for all materials management activities
within the p ng Committee assumes that transportation costs will continue to be
a major ecisions throughout the planning period and that future systems
should p g transportation networks and infrastructure whenever

€ s sufficient municipal solid waste disposal capacity to manage
projected waste ge out the planning horizon. Existing landfills are expected to remain
the primary disposal f
otherwise diverted. No i diate need for new landfill development has been identified. Diversion
activities should complement and extend the useful life of existing facilities while reducing long-term
disposal demands. The Planning Committee assumes that future diversion growth will occur through
integration with existing collection routes, transfer stations, drop-off facilities, and landfill-adjacent
infrastructure. Projects that leverage existing facilities, hauling agreements, authority operations, and

regional infrastructure will generally be preferred over projects requiring entirely new service networks.

Goals and recommendations that result in cost increases to local units of government and residents
should identify sustainable long-term funding sources prior to their implementation. Suggested funding
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sources are identified within certain recommendations, but implementation will rely on fiscal constraints
and the willingness of residents and business to pay for programs. As programs and services are
implemented which are used by customers on a periodic or limited basis, a service fee charged to
users of the services should recover the added cost of service.

No individual county in the planning area possesses sufficient population, infrastructure, markets, or
financial capacity to independently develop a comprehensive materials management system at the
scale envisioned by State policy goals. The Planning Committee therefore assumes that regional
cooperation will remain necessary to achieve operational efficiencies, ¢ te for grant funding,
support infrastructure development, and expand diversion opportuniti oughout the planning area.

contracted recycling services, several have historically implement service due to
residential feedback and/or fiscal constraint. Part 115’s B Recycling Standards require areas
designated as “Census-ldentified Urban A a minimum level of curbside recycling
service by January 1, 2026. Those areas lacl that are required to do so by the
Benchmark Recycling Standards of Part 11 plement those services.

e has chosen to use “Adjusted
g service implementation. Adjusted
. Bureau’s map, with boundaries made
cies. These boundaries typically expand upon
haracteristics (e.g., additional commercial or
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Adjusted Census Urban Area Boundaries
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Adjusted Census Urban Area Boundaries
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Objective 1.1 — Establish a minimum level of recycling service that incorporates Part 115’s
Benchmark Recycling Standards

The central U.P. will maintain a minimum level of recycling service in areas identified by the Benchmark
Recycling Standards (MCL 324.11502(6)) that includes that:

e 90% of single-family dwellings in Benchmark Recycling Standard-identified areas shall be provided access to
curbside recycling programs, either provided directly by their municipality by service or contract, or available
through service offered by third-party hauling companies. This service shall include collection of materials at
least twice per month.

e Recyclable materials included in these programs shall include plastic contai
containers, and cardboard.

, mixed paper, metal

e collected materials shall be delivered to a materials recovery facility, lies with Part 115 or are

managed appropriately at an out-of-state recycling facility.

e The curbside recycling is provided by the municipality, or the
that is provided by the resident’s chosen hauler.

ess to curbside recycling

Figure 14: Minimum Level of Recycling Service Ma

Cardboard Mixed Paper Metal Containers Mixed Plastics
Flattened Newspaper, Clean and empty Clean and empty
Corrugated magazines, junk aluminum and steel containers, bottles,
Cardboard mail, office paper, food and beverage jugs, prescription
food boxes containers bottles

To support

The CUPMMPC

ving this goal:

a Materials Management Planning Committee has identified a
ecycling service in the planning area that includes the collection and
ainers, mixed paper, metal containers, and cardboard.

elf-certified that the communities identified by the Benchmark Recycling

Standards maintain‘recycling programs that provide access to at least 90% of single-family
dwellings within the respective jurisdictions; communities without this access will continue to be
supported in providing it within a reasonable timeframe.

e The CUPMMPC will advocate for municipalities to incorporate standard contract language and
requirements into hauling service agreements, and advocate for haulers to expand access to
curbside recycling in rural areas where it is feasible.

e The CUPMMPC has identified Recycle906 as the preferred facility with capacity for the delivery
of recycable materials collected within the planning area; additional facilities able to provide
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capacity for increased recycling collection and/or processing are encouraged, and should adopt
similar program and operational standards to increase efficiency and program effectiveness.

e The CUPMMPC will work within the planning area to support the expansion of collection and
processing related to glass recycling and other niche recycable materials like Styrofoam,
batteries, e-waste, plastic films, and textiles.

The Planning Committee assumes that diversion rates will increase incrementally over time and
that sustained progress will require multiple planning cycles rather than a single five-year

implementation period.

Objective 1.2 — Achieve the 2026 Benchmark Recycling Stand

Census-identified urban areas

provide recycling access in

Generalized Census Urban Areas

Level of Recycling Service

Escanaba-Soo Hill-Wells-Gladstone-Kipling (Delta County)

ies of Escanaba and
auling companies

recycling is provided in tl
nicipalities; by p
urban area.

Bass Lake/Moon Lake-Iron Mountain-Kingsford-Ea
Kingsford-Quinnesec-Norway-Vulcan-Loretto (Dic
County)

nd Kingsford to initiate curbside recycling in
ownship currently assessing options)

West Ishpeming-Ishpeming-Negaunee-Trowbridge Pa
Marquette-Harvey (Marquette Cou

side recycling services.

Menomineg

The City of Menominee provides curbside recycling service
through a contracted private hauler. Outside city limits,
recycling service is available by private subscription.
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Goal 1: Support the Statewide Goal to Expand Curbside Recycling Access in Census-

Identified Urban Areas by 2026

Action

Responsible Party

Timeline

Metric

Establish a public-facing
online map with Adjusted
Census Urban Areas
overlayed with waste hauler
service areas and links to
programs and businesses

CUPPAD

2027

Deliverable accessible

Verify by documentation
that each hauler operating
within the Adjusted Census
Urban Areas is providing
service that meets the
minimum standards set by
Part 115

CUPPAD, Counties

2027-2029

Engage municipalities
covered by the Adjusted
Census Urban Areas and
offer technical support to
identify service gaps and
program enhancement
opportunities

CUPPAD, Municipalities,
Haulers

Annual certifications
ompleted

Number of households
receiving carts

Support municipalities
without sufficient recycling
access

90% of single-family
dwellings served
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Goal 2: Support the Statewide Goal to Expand Curbside
Recycling Access in Municipalities Over 5,000 residents by
2028

In addition to the Part 115 requirement to expand curbside recycling access in urban areas by 2026,
municipalities with 5,000 or greater residents are required to expand curbside access under the same
requirements by January 1, 2028. Those lacking recycling services that required to do so by the
Benchmark Recycling Standards of Part 115 are actively working to i ent those services.

Objective 2.1 - Achieve the 2028 Benchmark Recycling Stand rovide recycling access in
municipalities with over 5,000 residents

Municipality Over 5,000 Residents Level of Recycling Service

City of Escanaba (Delta County)

City of Gladstone (Delta County)

Breitung Township (Dickinson County) ing options)

City of Iron Mountain (Dickinson County) initi ecycling in 2027)

City of Kingsford (Dickinson County) i ling in 2027)

City of Ishpeming (Marquette Co d service with a hauler providing
gle-stream curbside recycling service available to single
nily dwellings twice per month

City of Marquette (Marquett ipally-contracted service with a hauler providing

y dwellings twice per month

Chocolay To Single-stream curbside recycling service available to single
family dwellings twice per month by individual subscription
through municipally-contracted waste hauler

Forsyth Town Single-stream curbside recycling service available to single
family dwellings twice per month by individual subscription
with haulers operating across the jurisdiction
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Establish a public-facing
online map with
municipalities and waste
hauler service areas and
links to programs and
businesses

CUPPAD

2027

Verify by documentation
that each hauler operating
within municipalities with
over 5,000 residents is
providing service that meets
the minimum standards set
by Part 115

CUPPAD, Counties

2027-2028

Deliverable accessible

Annual certifications
ompleted

Engage municipalities with
over 5,000 residents to offer
technical support to identify
service gaps and program
enhancement opportunities

CUPPAD, Municipalities,
Haulers

Number of households
receiving carts
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Goal 3: Support the Statewide Goal to Achieve a Statewide
Recycling Rate of 30% by 2029 and ultimately 45%

Michigan has steadily increased its statewide recycling rate from 14.25% before 2019 to 23% in 2023,
and 26% in 2025. The Upper Peninsula has historically lagged behind in recycling programs and
participation; 2022 estimates based on available data from all Upper Peninsula counties revealed an
estimated recycling rate of 2.3%. Data collection and reporting gains during the materials management

The transition from solid waste planning to materials managemen ing coincides with new
reporting requirements and reporting systems established by t ichigan. Available recycling,
organics, and diversion data remain incomplete in some areas reporting and differing

methodologies. For planning purposes, available data is ¢ iCi ccurate to establish

produce more reliable performance measurements i i stimates during
future plan updates.

Objective 3.1 - Data Collection and Reporting

There is a lack of consistent data collection and reporting ials recovered in the central U.P..
Data needs to be available on a county o i ategorized to include various
commodity and other diversionable material} struction and demolition debris,
metals, etc.) to separate total recycling and ) al solid waste disposal total. Data

collection resources are also crucial to the de i stem to ensure year-on-year
growth and accountability. Data i S ma de service areas, number of parcels

ark recycling standards. Developing more robust
lly increasing participation by providing curbside and drop-off
at will drive the increase in the recycling rate.

of recycling
reporting
recycli

Target Central Upper Peninsula Recycling Rates
Year Target Rate
2027 10%
2028 1%
2029 13%
2030 15%
2032 18%
2035 20%
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Objective 3.3 — Achieve a recycling rate of 5% in Alger, Menominee, and Schoolcraft Counties
by 2030

Lower recycling rate targets in Alger, Menominee, and Schoolcraft reflect current access barriers and
rural settlement patterns where recycling participation and access to infrastructure will come more
slowly to the region. A 5% goal realizes that the significant investments in recycling access in counties
with higher rates like Marquette and Delta are not achievable in the short-term, and will take additional
coordination and support to realize.

This objective represents a realistic and achievable first step toward improving diversion performance in
counties where recycling infrastructure and participation remain limited. s to achieve this objective
should focus on improving convenient access to recycling opportuniti residents who currently lack
curbside or nearby drop-off services. Expansion of public drop-off ion locations, integration of
recycling infrastructure at transfer stations and landfill-adjacent f d support for private-sector
collection opportunities should be prioritized.

Objective 3.4 — Increase the recycling rate of Mar
Regardless of proportionality, urban Marquette muni i age recycling

residents. Continued investment in collection infrastruc ucation, reporting systems, and
processing capacity has demonstrated that increased ac nvenient recycling opportunities

results in measurable improvements in ps ) ounty stakeholders should work to
support wider access to curbside recycling rrently identified gaps within the
system.

ing participation in

g access to curbside recycling
rural areas through strategically located drop-
reasing participation in townships and service
below the county average. Providing recycling
onsistent public education campaigns are
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Goal 3: Support the Statewide Goal to Achieve a Statewide Recycling Rate of 30% by 2029
and ultimately 45%

Action

Responsible Party

Timeline

Metric

Continue to advocate for a
consistent and accessible
reporting framework for
state-level facility
requirements and
reporting with EGLE

EGLE, Counties, Facilities

Ongoing

Establish a regionalized
database for annual
reporting of recycling and
diversion activities

CUPPAD

2027

Updates to current system

ber of reporting materials
ement facilities providing
recycling, and diversion

Improve reporting through
RETRAC participation

Facilities, EGLE,
CUPPAD

Number of

Promote standardized
recycling collection

Counties, Municipalities,
Haulers

Increase household
recycling participation

Municipalities, Haule

2027-20

Collection consistency across
participating communities

Participation rate increase

Encourage municipalities
to adopt a goal and plan
for achieving a recycling
and/or diversion rate
higher than the region
average by a specific year

Municipaliti

Dedicate educationa
resources to in
the recyclin
rate in
higher pop
proportions, b
recycling rates

Number of participating
municipalities

Educational resources delivered

Encourage Counties
adopt hauler licensing
mechanisms with a
requirement to report the
amount of solid waste,
recyclables, and
compostables collected

2027-2032

Number of participating counties
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Goal 3: Support the Statewide Goal to Achieve a Statewide Recycling Rate of 30% by 2029
and ultimately 45%

Action Responsible Party Timeline Metric

Establish and implementa | CUPPAD 2027-2029 Number of reporting-exempt
mechanism for collecting facilities providing recycling or
data from Part 115 iversion data

reporting-exempt facilities,
including waste diversion
centers, scrap metal
yards, thrift stores, reuse
businesses, and others
that contribute to a
recycling/diversion rate

Develop annual public CUPPAD, Counties, Campaign
education campaign Facilities
Work with haulers to Municipalities, Hauler 2027-203 Number of new service areas

expand curbside service

Assist communities in CUPPAD Grants awarded
infrastructure grant

applications

Invest in automated Number of new carts available
recycling carts (64 and 96-
gallon carts designed to

be handled by side-loaded

collection vehicle

Invest in add ie ici Ongoing Number of sites upgraded
off infrastructure
(collection containe
safety, accessibility) i
communities that already
provide centralized drop-
off facility locations

Support Recycle906 in Marquette County, 2027-2032 Tons processed annually
expanding its capacity to Municipalities, MCSWMA
process materials
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Goal 4: Decrease the Amount of Organic Material Discarded
within the Central Upper Peninsula through Source Reduction,
Food Rescue, Composting, and End Market Access.

Expanding food waste diversion across the region will require intentional integration with existing waste
management systems, as well as the development of additional compost activities and facility capacity
at both regional and local scales. Residents and businesses should be fip@ncially incentivized to divert
organic materials rather than discouraged by additional direct costs to rganics diversion to the
existing system. Organics programs should build upon existing infr ure and service providers to
reduce duplication and accelerate adoption. Existing systems ca d or replicated, and should
utilize shared capacity to capitalize on what has already been
use of finished compost should occur in close proximity to i i ort local agriculture,
landscaping, and soil restoration.

Implementation of organics diversion infrastructure s i demand,
operational feasibility, and available funding opport . Priori i jects that
leverage existing public and private investments, incr
measurable increases in diversion. The Planning Com ages the use of pilot programs,
ional institutions, food rescue

te haulers to support the gradual

area.

organizations, compost operators, agriculture
expansion of organics management capac N

Objective 4.1 - Support the Statewide Goa S ood Waste Diversion Rate of

50% by 2030
Michigan’s 2022 MI Healthy < ( oadmap to reach 100% carbon
neutrality by 2050 in orde rst i of climate change, create good-paying jobs, and

sustainable Michigan. The Plan includes

ical assistance are often the most cost-effective methods available
scue, source reduction, backyard composting, and community-scale

Objective 4.3 - Support the Regulatory Framework to Provide for Organics Diversion

Existing solid waste ordinances, collection contracts, zoning regulations, and municipal service
agreements were largely developed prior to the transition from solid waste management planning to
materials management planning and may not adequately address composting, food waste diversion, or
organics collection activities. Municipal ordinances and service agreements can be valuable tools for
establishing consistent expectations regarding collection services, siting considerations, reporting
requirements, and participation in organics management programs. Regulatory approaches should be
scalable and appropriate to the size, population density, and service capacity of individual communities.
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The Planning Committee will support assessments by local governments for enactment of pay-as-you-
throw materials management funding mechanisms that provide incentives for the diversion of recycling
and organic materials.

Objective 4.4 - Phase the Implementation of Organic Waste Collection and Processing into the
Existing Materials Management System

Creating a comprehensive organics management system across a large and predominantly rural region
cannot occur through a single investment or immediate expansion of services. Successful
implementation will require a phased approach that builds upon existing ififrastructure, operational
practices, community interest, and demonstrated program success. O s diversion systems must
be developed in a manner that is financially sustainable, operation actical, and integrated into the
collection and transportation networks already used for solid wa ycling management. The
sing food waste and

ent facilities, transfer

organic materials diversion is to utilize and expand existin
stations, hauling systems, recycling drop-off locations, | operations, and
private-sector service providers. This approach minimi e, reduces
transportation costs, and allows communities to ex i i ities i ntally based on
local participation and available resources.

Objective 4.5 — Provide capacity for add estion facilities to be sited within
the planning area

Anaerobic digestion facilities are capital-int quire large, continuous feedstocks
and an energy-market relationship. These ta urces and time to implement at

conditions do not likely exist re
source. The Planning Comr
wastewater opportunities
receive technical assist

arge-scale waste generators, agricultural, and
ation, and help to ensure that communities

Objective 4.6 — Support RXP3 s iomass for the mass timber, energy generation,
and organlcs man

activities while reducing the amount of material that would
otherwise be [ . The Planning Committee could tie the expansion of these
activities to economi and community resilience that supports rural communities and
important local in@ ies. ities exist to increase the recovery and utilization of wood waste

, land clearing activities, sawmills, construction activities, municipal

yard waste programs, 2 sources.
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Goal 4: Decrease the Amount of Organic Material Discarded within the Central Upper
Peninsula through Source Reduction, Food Rescue, Composting, and End Market Access

Action Responsible Party Timeline Metric

Promote backyard Municipalities, Conservation | Annual Compost bins distributed
composting Districts

Increase food rescue Feeding America, Food Ongoing Pounds of food rescued
partnerships Pantries

Increase the number of Facilities, CUPPAD Annual Number of reporting

organics facilities reporting
diversion

facilities

Integrate food waste Facilities ilities adopting food
collection into existing yard i

waste collection sites

Establish a reliable baseline | CUPPAD anics diversion

for organics generation
types and diversion
reporting within the central
U.P., and incorporate data
into a centralized repository

rates for yard waste, food
waste, and other organics

Initiate an educational
campaign and sign-up
program for businesses and
institutions that discard foo
waste to obtain compost
bins and participate in

available collection service

Counties

Participating businesses

Support expan 027-2032 Additional facilities
Partridge

and simi

Establish co 2028-2030 Pilot programs launched
food waste col

programs

Develop pilot organics ¢ 2027-2032 Facilities incorporating
off programs or additiona additional diversion
capacity for processing at activities

existing public facilities

Advocate for municipalities Municipalities, Haulers Ongoing Municipalities adopting

and haulers to determine
the feasibility for residential
and/or commercial organics
collection in solicitations for
contracted waste collection
services

service contracts
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Goal 5: Support the Statewide Goal to Provide at Least One
Recyclable Drop-Off Site in Each County for Every 10,000
Residents Without Access to Curbside Recycling at their
Dwelling by 2032

Part 115’s Benchmark Recycling Standards require that each county pro
for recycling collection for every 10,000 residents without access to ¢
drop-off location should be available to residents at least 24 hours
large area and rural terrain makes it difficult to provide curbside
additional drop-offs will serve rural community members by pr
trash and recyclables.

e at least one drop-off site
recycling service. The

nth. While the central U.P.’s
all residents, the creation of

Drop-off sites allow for access to recycling programs w nfeasible, and offer
opportunities to collect other types of materials beyo | Upper
Peninsula, there exist opportunities to expand alre ess, or to
provide additional infrastructure to collect additional t e. In addition,

there are areas that would be best served by creation o -off site that may include municipal
solid waste, recycling, and/or organic wastg drop-off infras . From public input done during the
development of the Materials Manageme [ i ied that less than 15 miles was a
preferable distance to participate in drop-o tric, approximately 14 sites (7

existing, 7 proposed) would be able to provid of the population.
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Figure 15: Existing and Proposed Drop-Off Infrastructure
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Objective i st one‘countywide drop-off site within Alger County by 2032
Alger County led recycling infrastructure available to residents when compared to
other counties oper Peninsula planning area. The county's low population density,
large geographic a al population fluctuations, and distance from existing processing facilities
present challenges t¢ pment of traditional curbside recycling programs. Approximately 22%
of Alger County reside access to curbside recycling services by municipal contract. A centrally
located and publicly accessible drop-off recycling site represents the most practical and cost-effective
approach for increasing recycling access and supporting compliance with the Benchmark Recycling
Standards established under Part 115.

Objective 5.2 — Establish at least one additional countywide drop-off site within Delta County by
2032

Delta Solid Waste Management Authority’s site in Escanaba is a recycling, yard waste, and waste
diversion drop-off site available to all county residents. In examining the availability of curbside
recycling access in Delta County, approximately 48% of residents have access to curbside recycling by
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municipally provided service, and the remaining majority have access to service by individual
subscription haulers. While the DSWMA site is in proximity to many county residents, those in more-
rural areas face travel barriers to access the service. DSWMA has set a goal to offer at least one
additional site serving residents in the more northern and eastern areas of the county which are
currently underserved.

Objective 5.3 — Expand the capacity of the existing countywide drop-off site in Dickinson
County by 2032

Dickinson County municipalities participate in an Act 233 of 1955 authori
wastes. The Dickinson County Solid Waste Authority was established i
waste management systems and centralize collection at a local soli
Dickinson County Solid Waste Processing Facility is a county-ow
recycling drop-off infrastructure. This site has limited capacity t

for the management of solid
3 to consolidate municipal
e transfer station. The
available to residents with
itional drop-off recyclable
ing municipalities.

solution for users. The site has recently suffered from [ s, as facility
closures in Iron and Florence Counties have directe ver capacity has
led to early closures on some days. Expanding ho

Dickinson County Solid Waste Authority could help e in an
acceptable level of capacity, and support the contracted roviding a higher level of service to
residents.

Objective 5.4 — Increase access to recycling in Marquette County by 2032
Marquette County residents are well served by e i ling, or access to countywide
and individual municipal drop-off sites. Howeve r aps atiexisting facilities that offer drop-
off waste collection, but not ae . Expanding the availability and

es will improve convenience, increase
participation, reduce tran i ort continued progress toward regional and

Marquette County will wo
rural areas, and achieve a ess for solid waste, recycling, and organics
collection. MCS§ i Upport the collection infrastructure to ensure that transportation

0 ar collection of these materials and delivery to its facility. Priority
e service in rural communities and complement existing
ing programs. Grant funding and other external resources
on of collection containers, signage, site improvements, and

0 expand service.

Objective 5.5 - E
2032

Menominee County's ru lement pattern, large geographic area, and dispersed population create
challenges for providing convenient access to recycling services through a single centralized facility.
While curbside recycling access is well-established by municipal contract in the city of Menominee, and
available by individual subscription to some areas of the county, recycling access is limited by
geography and the rural nature of Menominee County. To provide equitable recycling access to
residents, three countywide recycling drop-off sites are proposed to be established in Menominee,
Stephenson, and Powers. These sites will be limited in infrastructure until participation in the system
grows, or can be offset by expanded access to curbside recycling by private haulers. This approach is
consistent with the county's geography and supports the development of a hub-and-spoke materials
management system that integrates local collection with regional processing infrastructure.
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The Planning Committee encourages Menominee County, local municipalities, and service providers to
identify opportunities to establish these sites at existing public facilities whenever feasible. Suitable
locations may include transfer stations, municipal public works facilities, township halls, county-owned
properties, parks, or other publicly accessible sites that provide safe and convenient access for
residents. Site design should include appropriate collection containers, signage, access controls where
necessary, and educational materials that encourage proper recycling practices and reduce
contamination.

Objective 5.6 — Establish at least one countywide drop-off site withi
2032

Schoolcraft County currently has limited recycling infrastructure avai
relatively low levels of documented recycling activity. The county
population, seasonal residency patterns, and distance from re
challenges for expanding traditional curbside recycling servi

choolcraft County by

o residents and reports
eographic area, dispersed
ing facilities create
ortion of Schoolcraft

implementation mechanisms and present their findings to nty Board for implementation. The
i g raft County and its municipalities to

evaluate opportunities to locate the facility i i

Site selection should consider accessibility, pre i ters, roadway access, seasonal

Objective 5.7 — Supp@
accept wider varieties ©
Drop-off recycling
i y in rural areas where curbside collection programs
feasible. For many residents, drop-off locations provide the

should increase their a accept additional types of diversionable materials. Enhancing existing
facilities is often a more cast-effective approach than developing entirely new infrastructure and can
provide immediate benefits through increased diversion opportunities.

Where feasible, counties, municipalities, and facility operators should evaluate opportunities to expand
accepted material types beyond traditional recyclables to include glass, electronics, batteries, textiles,
household hazardous waste, scrap wood, food waste, yard waste, and other divertable materials.
Expansion of accepted materials should be based on demonstrated local demand, available processing
capacity, transportation logistics, and the availability of sustainable end markets.
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The Planning Committee encourages the development of drop-off locations as community materials
management hubs that provide residents with a convenient and centralized location to access multiple
diversion opportunities. Stakeholders should work to develop partnerships with local governments,
nonprofit agencies, and local retailers to accept and/or establish locations in the community for drop-off

of additional recyclable, reusable, or refurnishable items, including those that are bulky and hard to
handle.
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Goal 5: Support the Statewide Goal to Provide at Least One Recyclable Drop-Off Site in Each
County for Every 10,000 Residents Without Access to Curbside Recycling at their Dwelling by

2032
Action Responsible Party Timeline Metric
Develop new rural drop-off Counties, Authorities 2027-2032 Number of new sites
sites
Co-locate recycling and Counties, Municipalities, 2027-2032 Number of sites upgraded
organics infrastructure at Facilities

transfer stations

Improve signage and site Facilities Ongoing User satisfaction and
accessibility

Establish at least one Alger County, Haulers 20

countywide drop-off site

within Alger County by 2032

Establish at least one Delta County Solid Waste Site established
additional countywide drop- Management Authority,

off site within Delta County Delta County
by 2032

Expand the capacity of the Dickinson County So
existing countywide drop-off
site in Dickinson County by
2032

Site upgraded

Sites established and
upgraded

Increase access to recycling
drop-off points within
Marquette County by 2032

Sites established

within
by 2032

2032 Site established

Increase access to acilities, Municipalities, Ongoing Sites upgraded
additional diversion at drop- | Haulers
off facilities
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Goal 6: Achieve a Higher Level of Regional Collaboration in
Materials Management and Support Hub-and-Spoke
Operational Systems

The geographic scale, low population density, infrastructure limitations, and fragmented municipal
organization of the Central Upper Peninsula create operational and financial barriers that individual
municipalities are often unable to address independently. Regional colla tion is necessary to
achieve economies of scale, improve infrastructure efficiency, expand e access, and support
long-term materials management sustainability. The current syste roach, based on municipal
boundaries, limits the ability to move recycled material across th gion. A regional approach is
necessary for the U.P. to reduce costs and create sustainable ms. An opportunity exists
to create a collaborative environment for county and local support for and expand
access to recycling and composting through shared cap

utilizing existing public and private investments, su
education. This system should be designed to be ad

es the resources, infrastructure, or population necessary to
stablished in this Materials Management Plan. Continued regional

increasing reporting consis y, developing infrastructure, and pursuing funding opportunities
throughout the planning area: This framework established the Central Upper Peninsula Materials
Management Planning Committee as a diverse and equitable set of representatives and stakeholders
that can guide MMP implementation, and build cross-jurisdictional capacity to support the Plan’s goals.

The Committee serves as a regional forum for identifying challenges, evaluating opportunities, and
coordinating implementation efforts across county and municipal boundaries. Continued operation of
the Committee, or a successor body with similar representation, is critical to ensuring that the goals and
recommendations of this Plan remain active following adoption. Because many materials management
challenges extend beyond municipal and county boundaries, cooperative solutions often provide
greater efficiency and long-term sustainability than independent efforts. The Planning Committee
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encourages counties and municipalities to continue utilizing intergovernmental cooperation as a means
of improving service delivery and reducing costs.

The Planning Committee recognizes that implementation of the goals contained within this Plan
extends beyond the five-year planning horizon. Organizational frameworks established during this
planning period should be designed to support future plan updates, continued program expansion, and
evolving state materials management requirements. Maintaining active regional coordination will
improve the planning area's ability to respond to changing market conditions, emerging technologies,
regulatory changes, and future opportunities for waste diversion and materials recovery.

Objective 6.2 - Education and Outreach
The successful implementation of the Central Upper Peninsula M
upon informed participation by residents, businesses, institutio

Management Plan depends
icials, and service

o improve recycling
participation and address a mentality of lack of trust in go
and training of County staff and other stakeholders to rai ular communication,

economic benefits associated with diversion. In rural area participation often requires
transportation of materials to a transfer ste , education plays an especially

emphasizes consistency,
common terminology, a

*ngagement. Educational materials should utilize
gram messaging whenever possible to reduce

investments. Efforts should irg d tov ' ies with low participation rates, underserved
n to be a concern.

will require S al investment in collection, transfer, processing, and diversion
infrastructure { ng area. The central U.P. lacks sufficient processing infrastructure,
including Materia es (MRFs) and composting sites to meet the State’s long-term goal

too far away from the s
broader goals of increasi

of generation. The need for infrastructure development aligns with the
ecycling and organics processing capacity.

At present, the planning area generates sufficient disposal and diversion capacity to meet the
immediate needs of residents, businesses, and institutions. Existing landfill facilities provide decades of
remaining disposal capacity, while Recycle906 and other existing processing facilities possess
available capacity to accept additional recyclable materials beyond current collection levels. The
Planning Committee has not identified an immediate need for the construction of new large-scale
materials recovery facilities, landfills, or regional processing centers during the early years of Plan
implementation. Instead, the primary infrastructure challenge is increasing access to collection and
transporting materials to processing facilities.
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Infrastructure development plays a significant role in maintaining robust recycling programs, including
investing in infrastructure and technology upgrades to improve recycling output quality. Central U.P.
communities should seek grants for capital-heavy investments in transfer stations, roll-off containers,
compactors, organics collection, educational infrastructure, and shared processing equipment to
jumpstart investment in the materials management system. Operations should eventually transition to
sustainable local revenue sources that incorporate amortized capital costs.

The Planning Committee supports the development of a regional hub-and-spoke materials
management system that utilizes existing facilities as collection, aggregation, transfer, and processing
hubs. By building upon infrastructure already in place, the planning are improve diversion
performance while minimizing duplication of facilities and reducing ov ystem costs. Because
transportation represents one of the largest costs within the region erials management system,
future infrastructure investments should prioritize operational effi nd reduced transportation

Objective 6.4 — Local end market development
Without viable end markets, materials collected thr
experience reduced value, increased transportation ¢
recovery. The U.P. lacks local secondary market destin
challenges with transportation costs and t

opportunities forong-term
erted materials, leading to

Is to other regions for processing.
w-value recyclables, meaning that

d be collected, processed, and utilized within the
and reduce transportation requirements. The region already
ilities that utilize or market recovered materials. The Planning

Objective 6.5 - Sup
decision-making, and
building.

The central Upper Peninsula has a long history of regional cooperation in solid waste management,
including the use of county solid waste authorities, landfill authorities, intergovernmental agreements,
and regional planning organizations. While individual counties maintain authority for local decision-
making and implementation, many materials management challenges including transportation costs,
rural service delivery, facility access, education, reporting, and market development extend beyond
county boundaries. Regional collaboration can reduce duplication, increase efficiency, improve access
to funding opportunities, and support equitable service delivery throughout the planning area.

y opportunities for cross-jurisdictional collaboration and capacity
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The overall goals of landfill authorities (disposal) and recycling programs (diversion) are now distinctly
different enough that management under the current systems has become a barrier to financial viability.
The Planning Committee supports actions that create an environment where recycling and organics
decisions are distinct from the operation of disposal areas. If the goal is to create a system that builds
upon the existing waste system, waste can no longer be a primary focus. Rather than creating new
layers of governance, this objective emphasizes the effective use of existing organizations, authorities,
and partnerships to support informed decision-making and coordinated action that supports the sharing
of expertise, promotes consistency in policies and service expectations, and helps ensure that
residents have equitable access to materials management opportunities regardless of jurisdiction.

trol to local facilities
oping recycling

Objective 6.6 — Adopt mechanisms to provide for recycling flo
The central Upper Peninsula has invested considerable resourc

infrastructure, including collection systems, transfer facilities, covery capacity.
However, recyclable materials generated within the planni through a variety of
collection arrangements, transportation networks, and pri isi t may result in
materials being transferred outside the region despite ing capacity
Where public investments have been made, mech t certain types
of materials flow to publicly-owned facilities to ensur rom public

The Planning Committee encourages countie icipali thorities, and service providers to
evaluate and utilize available regulatory, C al mechanisms that support the

economically feasible. Such mechanisms ma ¢ i ents, collection contracts,
hauler Ilcensmg provisions, facmt deS|gnat|o ) ntal agreements, and other
i or create unnecessary barriers,
in regional recycling infrastructure are
supported by sufficient m ole and continue expanding diversion

opportunities throughot

. planning. A regional recycling authority could solve capacity
issues for loca tralizing programs across the U.P.'s low-density population areas.

revenues against mark ations, and provide a stable supply chain for buyers.

The development of an Upper Peninsula Recycling Authority would create a long-term organizational
structure capable of supporting the objectives of this Materials Management Plan beyond the current
planning cycle. The purpose of this objective is to explore the feasibility, structure, responsibilities, and
benefits of establishing an Upper Peninsula Recycling Authority as a voluntary regional partnership.
Challenges to form a regional authority include limited collaboration among U.P. governments and the
need for investment in new infrastructure. A staged organization of a regional recycling authority would
be required to initialize, stabilize, and promote membership from additional participating municipalities.
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Goal 6: Achieve a Higher Level of Regional Collaboration in Materials Management and

Support Hub-and-Spoke Operational Systems

Action Responsible Party Timeline Metric

Continue regular CUPMMPC, CUPPAD Quarterly Meetings held
CUPMMPC meetings

Develop annual regional CUPMMPC, CUPPAD Annual Report published
materials management

update

Coordinate with western and | CUPPAD Annual Regional coordination

eastern U.P. planning
regions

meetings

Evaluate shared
infrastructure opportunities

Counties, Authorities

ibility studies completed

Assist communities in grant | CUPPAD
applications
Develop model recycling CUPPAD

contract language

Develop region-wide
recycling guides,
contamination messaging,
food waste education, and
signage standards for
facilities

CUPPAD, Authoriti
Facilities

Model language accessible
to municipalities

Educational materials

Continue to provide and
support programs aimed at
decreasing illegal.dumping

Prioritize sup
recycling

curbside recyc
already available

Reduction in number of
reported sites

Ongoing

Municipalities over baseline
utilizing carts

Invest in infrastructure
support recycling and/or
organics collection beyond
single-family dwellings in
communities with higher
proportions of multifamily
households, educational
institutions, hospitals, and
other sources of generation
not typically served by
curbside recycling programs

alities, Haulers,
esses, Institutions

Ongoing

Recycling tonnage and
participation rates
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Invest in transportation
infrastructure to help
facilitate the movement of
materials, including capital
funding for trucks and
standardized containers

Counties, Authorities,
Haulers

Ongoing

Investments made

Support the identification
and development of new
end-market opportunities
with additional focus on
materials that are
challenging to transport or
recycle (glass, tires,
electronics, etc.)

Economic Development
Organizations

Increased local utilization of
covered materials
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Goal 7: Provide Capacity to Municipalities to Achieve the
Goals of the Materials Management Plan

Rural local governments lack the capacity to meet the demands of regionalized materials management.
Communities will most likely need additional support, technical assistance, and resources to address
their materials management concerns and opportunities. Local government capacity gaps are the
primary barriers to effective action and education to support equitable service provision and behavior
change. Rural communities in the area have historically relied heavily o nts to invest in
infrastructure systems. Education and outreach should extend beyon ional public information
campaigns and include direct technical assistance to municipalities esses, institutions, and

The central U.P. recognizes that sustainable diversion [ erational funding
structures rather than sole reliance on temporary gra odels should

integrate recycling, organics management, and wa ion i isti ste financing
systems through a combination of options like utility- i ippi

Objective 7.1 — Each county, as a respo uthority related to materials
management, should work to ensure that 3 xample, and are offered
opportunities to maintain and parti

esignated approval authority for the oversight of

erm reporting and monitoring. However, the success
of this Plan ultimately re ive f ipati al municipalities who are more responsible for
providing everyday services, & i ’ aintaining infrastructure. Effective materials
management under.thi g stween counties and local units of government
shared regional objectives.

mponent of this responsibility. Counties can demonstrate best

planning area.

At the same time, al control remains a fundamental principle of this Materials
Management Plan. Co should retain the flexibility to select the funding mechanisms, service
delivery models, ordinance provisions, and implementation strategies that best meet local needs. A
particular area of importance is within the siting process described in this Plan, which allows for local
zoning to take precedence over materials utilization facilities. Counties should provide opportunities for
local governments to participate in decision-making, and advocate for adopting and maintaining local

police power and zoning ordinances with standard wording and regulations.

Objective 7.2 — Provide “Adoption Ready” police power and zoning ordinance language
Local ordinances are among the most effective tools available to municipalities for implementing the
goals and recommendations of this Materials Management Plan. A review conducted during plan
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development found that numerous ordinances rely on outdated terminology, reference superseded
state regulations, or do not adequately address modern materials management practices such as
recycling, composting, and waste diversion. The varying zoning pattern and structure of regulations
across municipalities within the six counties creates inconsistencies in permitting expectations and
possible siting conflicts. For a rural multi-county materials management system like the central Upper
Peninsula, the goal is not to eliminate local control, but to create predictability and consistency across
jurisdictions. In the lack of local siting standards, this Materials Management Plan provides a standard
process for the siting and approval of materials management facilities.

Providing communities with "adoption-ready" ordinance language allow
efficiently evaluate, modify, and adopt regulatory provisions tailored t
while remaining consistent with the broader goals of the Materials
Committee supports the development and maintenance of mod
language that municipalities may voluntarily adopt or adapt to

| governments to
individual circumstances
ement Plan. The Planning
wer and zoning ordinance
providing clear, legally
an reduce barriers to

toward regional materials management goals.

Objective 7.3 — Support municipal and organizatio ici n in technical assistance and
grant programs
Achieving the goals of this Materials Manag i re sustained investment in
pment Many rural local
governments lack experience and expertise : ive grant proposals and

opportunities, pursue funding, develop projects, & 0 gulatory requirements. Grants,
s p offset the costs of infrastructure

organizations, and other s : icipate in available technical assistance and grant
programs that : ‘ chnlcal assistance programs like NextCycIe and

governments in the selection of funding and policy
gement system improvements

pically pay for both waste disposal and diversion services, creating a
ional materials. Funding mechanisms that offset the cost of diversion

mandatory, while additio ersion is voluntary. This economically disincentivizes additional
diversion. The goal of using funding and policy mechanisms should not be to mandate participation, but
to align economic incentives so that diversion becomes the more accessible and rational choice, and
an overall social behavior shift occurs over time. Without more equitable rate structures, avid
participants in recycling and organics waste diversion pay additional costs to participate in separate
systems.

The Planning Committee supports a wider assessment of the feasibility of using “pay-as-you-throw”
funding systems that charge households based on the amount of solid waste they produce and shift the
cost of waste disposal to those who generate a higher volume. PAYT rate structures are designed to
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encourage households to reduce garbage and divert more material into recycling and organics. In
support of other options, counties and municipalities should assess what funding or policy mechanisms
are available based on local priorities, political feasibility, and desired scale of implementation. These
assessments should be used to communicate and provide specific recommendations and actionable
steps to local decision-making bodies.

Objective 7.5 - Amend the Marquette County Solid Waste Management Ordinance of 1999

The Marquette County Solid Waste Management Ordinance of 1999 has served as an important
regulatory framework for the collection, transportation, and disposal of solid\waste within the county for
more than two decades. A more robust county-level solid waste man nt ordinance could allow for
enforcement by municipal civil infraction for violations related to ille mping, hauler licensing, or
contamination of source-separated materials, and provide for a standard level of materials
management service. An amended county-level ordinance co that residential or
commercial services include mandatory collection of vario
generated cardboard) that represents a higher-value ga i the existing system,

y necessary to implement future
ould include a more distinct

ing recycling and organics in the
ples like Emmet County’s
structures, enforcement

modern materials management strategies, and provides
recycling and diversion initiatives. In particular, the amend

county similar to solid waste. Marquette Co
materials management ordinances to apply S
provisions, and administrative processes.

91



Goal 7: Provide Capacity to Municipalities to Achieve the Goals of the Materials

Management Plan

Action

Responsible Party

Timeline

Metric

Develop model ordinances,
licensing, and hauling
contract agreements

CUPPAD

2027-2028

Package completed

Create capacity at the
county-level for a materials
management technical
assistance program

Counties

Ongoing

Number of counties with
staff

Implement recycling
programs or provide
infrastructure at county
facilities and public spaces

Counties

Ongoin

ber of counties
ipating

Conduct elected official and
public interest training
sessions for materials
management

CUPMMPC, Counties

Number of meetings

Encourage municipalities to
adopt zoning ordinance
language to incorporate
additional types of materials
management facilities
regulated by Part 115, an
provide for by-right
development of community
gardens, urban agrie

CUPPAD, Counties

Adopted zoning updates

to require performa
guarantees and repo
requirements that
demonstrate how progress
towards the municipality’s
and this Plan’s goals are
being met

, Counties,

Annual

Municipalities incorporating
supporting the Plan goals

92




Assess the use of Pay-as-
you-throw funding systems
to support the expansion of
diversion activities without
creating a financial burden
on residents

CUPMMPC, Counties,
Municipalities

2027-2032

Communities adopting Pay-
as-you-throw systems

Support the adoption of
updates to the Marquette
County Solid Waste
Management Ordinance

CUPMMPC, Marquette
County, MCSWMA

2028

Adoption of updates

\
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Goal 8: Support the Adoption of Additional Goals that
Encompass Additional Sources of Waste Generation and
Opportunities for Diversion

Objective 8.1 — Support the diversion of Construction and Demolition Debris from Disposal
Construction and demolition debris (CDD) currently represent 14% of the entire planning area’s
disposal. These materials are generated through building construction, refievation, infrastructure
improvements, disaster recovery efforts, and the demolition of residenti ommercial, and industrial
structures. Individual counties need to recognize how large an imp struction and demolition
debris is having on its waste ecosystem and create reasonable duce CDD’s impact. Methods
of doing so include encouraging deconstruction rather than de i
and educating builders and residents about proper separati tions. Reducing the

materials cycle.

Advancing the diversion of construction and demoli is ali i als of this
Materials Management Plan by reducing landfill depe g disposal capacity, conserving
natural resources, and creating opportunities for econo rough material recovery and
beneficial reuse. The Planning Committee rnments, contractors, developers,
unities to recover value from
construction and demolition materials befo i and reporting will also support an

Recent major storm events ichi i ed the need to plan for organic and non-organic
i€ es are generally temporary in nature while a

] to be sited and regulated as materials

management facilities. Co ility of a community to recover from a disaster

by identifying and.pe

Objective 8.3 — E
EPR (Extended Produt onsibility) requires producers to bear responsibility for the end waste
result of their goods. Under an EPR system, producers have to consider the entire product life of the
materials it uses in its goods, and are financially responsible for ensuring product design and materials
that allow for the safe disposal and recycling of said materials. Systems like these can reduce waste
before it's even created, and rely on regulations provided by the government. EPR policies are not new,
with the Bottle Bill and electronics regulations incorporating surcharges that are reinvested in the
materials management system. Current EPR focus areas include batteries, packaging, and other hard-
to-recycle materials.

The Planning Committee supports the actions of advocacy organizations to include EPR legislation,
particularly those that return investments directly to the communities assessed. Current EPR
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frameworks aim to develop a standardized, statewide list of recyclable materials and provide
convenient recycling services to all residents. This objective supports standardization of systems and
growth of circular economy sustainable manufacturing and materials management.

Objective 8.4 — Zero Waste Facilities

While achieving true zero waste may not be immediately feasible in all communities, the development
of facilities, programs, and policies that support zero waste principles can significantly reduce the
quantity of materials requiring landfill disposal and increase public participation in sustainable materials
management practices. The creation and designation of facilities and ev. as “zero waste” can serve
to raise recycling awareness and assist in materials diversion. This d tion means that 90% or
more of the materials generated in the facility or at the event will b ted. Organizations that have
the flexibility to create these facilities and events are typically go roups and universities.

component of zero waste systems is expanding acces rastructure at
parks, recreation facilities, downtown districts, gover ity centers

Objective 8.5 - Bottle Deposit Law and Re
In recent years, Michigan has experienced a i mption rates. Changing
consumer behavior, reduced convenience, agi ructure, population shifts, and the

aterials, support recycling goals, reduce disposal volumes, and
successful material diversion programs.
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Goal 8: Support the Adoption of Additional Goals that Encompass Additional Sources of

Waste Generation and Opportunities for Diversion

Action

Responsible Party

Timeline

Metric

Evaluate construction and
demolition debris diversion
within the planning area

CUPPAD, Industry
stakeholders

2028

Assessment completed

Determine the capacity for
existing transfer stations to
divert, collect, and haul CDD
materials

CUPPAD, Facilities

2029

Assessment completed

Expand electronics collection
opportunities

Counties, Waste Diversion
Centers

Collection events and sites

Expand permanent
household hazardous waste
programming

Counties

nts served

Support tire, mattress,
battery, and film plastic
recovery programs

Municipalities, Retail
Partners

Support actions to achieve
“zero waste” at institutions,
events, and facilities

CUPPAD, Counties,
Municipalities, Institutic

Advocate for Extended
Producer Responsibility laws

Programs implemented

Stakeholders adopting “zero
waste” principles or events

Updates to legislation

Advocate for legislative
updates to the Bottle Deposit
Law

Updates to legislation
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MECHANISMS

Funding and Enforcement Mechanisms

An opportunity exists through the Materials Management Plan to streamline and standardize

regulations for siting, operating, and providing enforcement activities fo rials management
facilities. A review of currently adopted local unit materials manage rdinances and mechanisms in
the central Upper Peninsula shows that the majority do not curre e recycling or organics

provisions or even definitions. A list of municipalities with thes ances is maintained in
Appendix F: Local Unit Materials Management Ordinance

flexibility in how materials management services are pr onal requirements
to the responsibilities of municipal administrators or h this delegation,
a community’s program requirements may change

service provisions proposed by providers rather than m i e community. Many ordinances

do not designate funding structures for individual unit acti ith a split in funding mechanisms
through utility billing, voter-approved miIIaNer licen .

Table 16: Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Regulation Characteristics
Source: CUPPAD

County Notable Characteristics
Alger unising has the primary formal waste ordinance.
Delta i regulati cluding hauler licensing; Escanaba and Gladstone have

Dickinson ici contracted systems; several cities have ordinance-organized collection.

Marquette ized regulatory and collection programs; widespread contracted service and

Menominee Predominantly private subscription-based services with limited ordinance requirements outside the City

of Menominee.

Schoolcraft i cription-based services; City of Manistique has the most extensive ordinance

Where municipal ordinances are in place, few regulate hauling and collection activities in a way to
provide a higher level of service to residents. Communities that create regulatory frameworks by
ordinance for the management of materials create a base level of service and then can leverage growth
in participation and volume to expand that service incrementally. Many ordinances reflect out-of-date
state laws and definitions because they have not been reviewed regularly by legislative bodies. A lack
of education at the local legislative level is also apparent in regard to what services municipalities can
adopt and/or operate, and the county’s ability to regulate materials management and provide overall
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oversight. Provisions like mandatory household and/or business participation in programs supports a
predictable level of volume required for third-party service providers to maintain a viable business
model and lower per-unit cost for service. Equity created through ordinance is ensured by allowing for
all users to participate in a similar level of access and sharing the cost of services across the
population.

Under the current conditions in the region, participants typically pay flat rates for waste disposal, and
additional costs for recycling and organic waste diversion. This can create a disincentive to
participation, whereby the people participating in the system receive le efits than those that don’t.
Funding mechanisms that offset the cost of diversion can help to co is imbalance. Typically
called Pay-As-You-Throw (PAYT) systems, these use the volum to calculate disposal costs
waste pays less for
disposal. Few communities use per-bag or volume-based ith the majority of
communities and haulers having gone to flat rate subscri . A change to PAYT

mechanisms that will impact residents’ ta esistance to additional fees or taxes
assessed on non-users of services is a ba ed through an extensive public
education and marketing campaign promoti ed value. User fees may
continue to be the backbone of the Plan's Ma ing system, as they are at
present in many areas. As bek ics diversion participation
increases, it may be nece : itions ancial mechanisms to support services. It is

service do not create an undue burden on

rrently operating within the central Upper Peninsula utilize
one or more 0 iti e transition to a materials management framework does not require

activities in addition to t al solid waste services.

Standards for materials management operations and service provisions can be adopted through a
variety of means. The most typical is the use of police-power regulatory ordinances that create
standard definitions, assign responsibilities, ensure collection frequency, and create enforceable
mechanisms. A police power ordinance can only be enforced in a single jurisdiction and be based in the
powers and responsibilities available to different types of local governments. Counties can adopt police
power ordinances that apply across local jurisdictions for materials management since that is a
responsibility designated by statute and through Part 115. Intergovernmental service agreements for
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materials management can be created by joint groups of local governments to create authorities,
provide for financing, or provide common services. These are typically used and adopted where the
scope of an issue, such as materials management, extends beyond the borders of single jurisdictions.

Michigan's available enabling legislation for local governments provides considerable flexibility to tailor
programs to local needs. Because the planning area includes both densely populated urban centers
and sparsely populated rural communities, no single mechanism is likely to be appropriate for every
jurisdiction. The most effective mechanisms will be those that provide reliable funding, equitable access
to services, administrative efficiency, and long-term sustainability while ining responsive to local
circumstances. Funding mechanisms provide the financial resource ssary to construct
infrastructure, deliver services, and maintain operations, while e t mechanisms ensure

providers and users.

At present, Marquette and Dickinson County use inter: er the provisions of

n of another

best meets th & ] i . ste disposal and diversion costs should be spread
om those that participate, in order to maintain a consistent public
ation in alternative systems. The use of public funds for

des additional opportunities to leverage additional state and
federal funding i i level of service through support that is not available to the private

ies, a public structure and funding mechanism is considered an

not currently or feasibl ble through the private market.

County-level materials management ordinances can be used as a larger-scale vehicle of service
implementation, ensuring that programs and services are provided in common across local units. Two
central U.P. counties, Delta and Marquette, use a county-wide ordinance to implement services that
were previously described in their county Solid Waste Management Plans. These formed the
substantive basis for further regulation, and the Materials Management Plan can be used by other local
governments within the planning area for the same purpose.
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An initial ordinance created at the formation of the Delta County Solid Waste Management Authority
creates a flow control mechanism that provides for waste generated within the county to be delivered to
the Delta County Landfill. A second, more recent ordinance sets a common standard for waste hauler
licensing to ensure the Authority’s ability to track and enforce transportation, delivery, and creates a
financial mechanism through surcharges to administer the Authority’s operations. At the creation of the
Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority, its Act 233 intergovernmental agreement set
standards for the operation and financing of the Authority. The agreement set an in-county flow control
that requires that all solid waste generated to enter the Authority’s faciliti rough haulers licensed in
each municipality. These licenses help track the amount of waste en he landfill from each
municipality, and create the billing mechanism between the Authori nicipalities, and haulers for the
Authority’s operations. A second police power ordinance adop
Commissioners sets the standards for defining managed materi nd disposal frequency,

frameworks, Delta and Marquette County both incenti te to their own

Depending on the regulatory or organizatiopal options cho al governments can fund and
implement a program themselves, require thi ntract that a service provider offer a
minimum level of service and bill residents directly sibility wholly to the private
sector. If a local government identifies that re ¢ ani ion and/or hauling services
should be provided by the privat - ‘ se public funds to provide those

)agement goals to service provisions. Requirements placed directly
within RFPs and more readily enforceable with haulers and service providers. At a

standardized services ¢
hauler licensing to track,
of materials.

, collection frequencies, and operational provisions. They should use
itor, and report the generation, transportation, and disposal or diversions

In the central U.P., municipalities and legislative bodies should review how proposed changes might
affect current service agreements with haulers or require contract modifications. Consider timing
ordinance updates to coincide with contract renewals or service transitions to minimize operational
disruptions. It is also beneficial to establish measurable outcomes and reporting systems to evaluate
the effectiveness of ordinance changes, creating a framework for future adjustments based on real-
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world performance and community feedback. Communities that rely exclusively on voluntary
participation may experience lower service utilization and reduced economies of scale, whereas
communities that establish clear service requirements often achieve more stable funding and higher
diversion rates. For this reason, the Planning Committee encourages local governments to evaluate
funding and enforcement tools together as complementary components of an integrated materials
management system.

Siting Process for Materials Management ities

The Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Planning C has identified that there

exists sufficient capacity to accommodate the disposal of solid h existing facilities, but
that an extensive capacity gap exists in the development o acilities. Under Part
115, any expanS|on or development of anew type Il Ia e shall include a

materials management facilities that require communic al permitting by EGLE shall
demonstrate consistency with this Material rough a review of such by the
CUPMMPC and approval by the respecti 1 issioners.

priority, the Committee’s si
possible under the proc

delegate siting authority to local units as much as
s goal ensures that currently existing facilities can

ation from the applicant and local unit of government for any zoning
2d. See Appendix E: Local Unit Zoning Ordinances with Siting

specific types of materi agement facilities.

53 MCL 324.11509(9): The department shall not approve an application for a construction permit for a new type Il landfill that is
not contiguous to an already permitted type Il landfill or for a new municipal solid waste incinerator unless the approval is
requested by the county board of commissioners. The county board of commissioners' request shall include a demonstration
that materials utilization options have been exhausted.
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Process

Any proposal to construct a disposal facility or a materials utilization facility shall be deemed
inconsistent with this Plan unless the proposal can demonstrate consistency with this Plan, and meet
the process and siting criteria contained herein. A proposal shall demonstrate that it meets the
requirements of this section; a classification as “automatically consistent” does not exempt any
proposal from these requirements or procedures.

The text of this section shall take precedence over any charts or visuals included.

Authorized Facility Types
By the authorization of this Plan, materials management facilities

they meet the requirements set forth in the following process. A

ly be included in the Plan if
isposal facilities and

A proposal may be deemed automatically consistent [ if i f the following
processes:

1. [Following 324.11585(1)] The proposed facility i
or permit under Part 115, or the facili ation Facility. These proposals shall
be automatically consistent with th esents documentation from the local
unit of government exercising zoning g 3 he proposal’'s compliance with
the local zoning ordinance.

Area that does not require a license

nergy, but is not required to register, obtain a general
rating license and construction permit.
ility to expand beyond its initial proposed capacity into another

A proposal that is not autc
the following requirements:

atically consistent with this Plan may be considered consistent if it meets

1. [Following 324.11585(3)(a)] A proposed facility is a captive type Ill landfill that accepts only
waste generated by the owner or operator of the landfill, and the landfill met local land use
requirements when initially sited.

2. [Following 324.11585(3)(b) and (c)] A proposed facility meets the following requirements:
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a. The proposal demonstrates that the siting procedure and minimum siting criteria in this Plan
are met.

b. The proposal demonstrates host community approval, or meets the supplemental siting
criteria of this Plan for facilities that do not have host community approval.
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Figure 16: Siting Process Demonstration of Consistency

Demonstration of Consistency

S — — — —

I
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I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
—

Yes- the facility one of the types which
can be automatically consistent per
324.11585(1)
[automatically consistent with the
MMP if it could receive zoning local
approval]

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Facilities to be deemed
automatically consistent:

Solid Waste Processing and Transfer
Facilities with less than 50 cubic

yards of material onsite at any time

Materials Recovery Facilities
(any size)

Composting Facilities (any size)
Anaerobic Digesters (any size)

Innovative Technology Facilities

Is the facility automatically
" consistent with the MMP?

Yes- facility is consistent with the
MMP if the specific facility or type of
facility is identified in the MMP as
automatically consistent
per 324.11585(2)
[designated as automatically
consistent]

e e
Facilities to be deemed
automatically consistent:

Currently existing solid waste and
materials utilization facilities

Facilities that meet a local unit of
government’s zoning requirements
and provides a copy of the approved
zoning permit

Waste Diversion Centers

Solid Waste Processing and Transfer
Facilities with less than 50 cubic
yards of material onsite at any time

Small Compost Facilities

Anaerobic Digesters (taking less than
20% off-site material and managing
for on-site energy production)

Facilities expanding beyond their
initial proposed capacity into another
classification of regulation required
by Part 115

e e o e e s e

———

demonstrate consistency?
—

—
——
—

—

The facility is a type Il
landfill and meets the Part
115 requirements to
demonstrate consistency:

The landfill accepts only

waste generated by the

owner or operator of the
landfill.

The landfill met local land
use requirements when
initially sited.

Does the facility meet the

r-=—==1

1

No- the facility has not been
identified as automatically consistent

-
——
-
-

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
requirements to :
1
1

\\\
AN
\\\
The facility meets N
either of the following ————>————

requirements:
1

The facility has host
community approval

\OR
1

Meets any supplemental
siting criteria in the MMP
for materials
management facilities
that do not have host
community approval.

Supplemental Siting Criteria

Facilities to be deemed not
automatically consistent:

Type Il Landfills
Type Ill Landfills
MSW Incinerators
Facilities that cannot demonstrate
automatic consistency by

324.11585(1) or (2)

The facility follows the siting
procedure and meets the minimum
siting criteria
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Demonstration of Consistency Review Procedure and Requirements

1.

To initiate a review under this Plan, the facility developer shall submit at least one physical copy
and one reproducible digital copy of the proposal and any other documents related to
demonstrating the requirements of this process to the Central Upper Peninsula Materials
Management Planning Committee. The scale associated with any document shall be sufficient
to demonstrate the requirements.

The Designated Planning Agency shall have 30 days to review th
completeness in accordance with the requirements listed belo
administratively complete, the Designated Planning Agenc notify the developer and allow
an opportunity to provide additional information to make tion complete. A
determination of administrative completeness shall b i days of the request for

pplication for administrative
application is not

b. The proposal shall contain information o i tion and orientation. This shall
' a map and description of all access
ace materials, and the surrounding

sphone number for the applicant, the
ignated contact person for the facility applicant (if

of exterior and interior features, and shall include a statement
y’s potential capacity to manage an annual amount of materials,
material, on a proposed operational level.

local zoning requirements, if applicable, for the type of facility proposed.
g. The proposal shall evaluate how the facility and operations address an identified need or
goal in the Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Plan.

4. Upon a positive determination by the Designated Planning Agency that an application is

considered administratively complete, the Designated Planning Agency shall place the review of
the proposal on the agenda of the next regular or special meeting of the Central Upper
Peninsula Materials Management Planning Committee. If no meeting is presently scheduled,
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one shall be called within a reasonable timeframe for consideration of the proposal.

5. The Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Planning Committee shall review the
proposal and shall make a recommendation to the respective host County Board of
Commissioners under whose jurisdiction the proposal is to be sited. The recommendation shall
include the reasons and facts supporting the decision. The Committee shall include in its review
whether the proposal demonstrates that it addresses an identified capacity need or goal
included in the Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management P

6. Upon receiving the Central Upper Peninsula Materials Man
recommendation, the applicable County Board of Commi

nt Planning Committee’s
hall provide a determination

7. If a determination by the County Board of Co within 45
business days from the transmission of the reco of the Central Upper Peninsula
Materials Management Planning Committee, the a n shall be considered automatically
consistent.

The Minimum Siting Process Criteria
Where there are no local siting criteria in place g _ rate that its siting meets the
minimum requirements of Pa [ pelow, for the respective facility

Il sign a statement with the local road-owning authority for an
grading and/or maintenance of the road serving the facility.

measured from est edge of a public road right-of-way.
5. A materials management facility shall not be sited in a designated historic or archaeological
area as defined by the state historical preservation officer.

[Wording may be needed here to include specific requirements for individual counties in excess of the
minimum requirements]
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Demonstration of Host Community Approval
The proposal may demonstrate host community approval by one of the following:

1. A copy of an approved permit from the issuing body that the proposal has received zoning
approval from a local unit of government.

2. A signed agreement, resolution, letter, or other document from the chief elected official of the
municipality in which the proposal is sited that the proposed facility meets the satisfaction of the
local governing body.

Supplemental Siting Criteria for Proposals that Do Not Have H ommunity Approval

A proposal that does not have documentation of host communit shall, in addition to the
determination of consistency with the materials managemen to any additional
requirements determined by the County Board of Commi risdiction the proposal
is to be sited.

unicipal solid waste
aterials management plan if

ade to the Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and
Energy as pa [ consistency. EGLE shall review the determination made by the
County Board of Com ensure that the criteria and review procedures have been properly
adhered to.
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Figure 17: Consistency Review Process and Approvals
The Consistency Review Process and Siting Criteria

(——————————————————— e —_— e ————

To initiate a review under this Plan, the facility developer shall submit:

e———— e

1 Proposal Submission Criteria

1

1one physical and one digital copy of the proposal at a scale sufficient to meet
the requirements

Type of materials management facility being proposed

zoning, and land use. For disposal areas, groundwater and wellhead protection

Name, address, and telephone number for the applicant, the property
owner(s) of the site, and a designated contact person for the facility

The Siting Criteria [if not otherwise automatically consistent]

P

The Minimum Siting Criteria

A materials utilization facility shall be sited at a minimum setback
distance of 200 feet measured from the property line of any property
that contains a residential use.

A landfill shall be sited at a minimum setback distance of 1,000 feet from
the property line of any property that contains a residential use.

I A materials management facility shall be located on, or have direct access |
by documented easements, a paved, all-season public road. If the facility

| does not have direct access to such a roadway, the developer shall sign a |

1 statement with the local road-owning authority an agreement to provide |

for upgrading andfor maintenance of the road serving the facility.

-
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
Site location and orientation, including legal land description, public roadways, |
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Demonstrate any minimum requirements specified in Part 115 for the
respective facility type, and shall include a written and signed statement from
| @ licensed professional engineer that the proposed development is consistent |
1 with Part 115
1
I written description of the proposed site and facility design, including a site
plan of exterior and interior features, and shall include a statement concerning
the facility’s potential capacity to manage an annual amount of materials,
specified by type of material, on a proposed operational level

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1 areas
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Documentation of how the site, facility, and operations meet local zoning 1

1
1
1
1
: requirements, if applicable, for the type of facility proposed

1

1 Evaluate how the facility and operations address an identified need in the
1 Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Plan

e e e

o

A materials management facility shall be sited at a minimum setback
distance of 50 feet measured from the nearest edge of a public road

A materials management facility shall not be sited in a designated historic
or archaeological area as defined by the state historical preservation

1
1
1
1
1
right-of-way. :
1
1
1
1

officer.

[ S S ——— N ———————

Supplemental Siting Criteria for facilities without host community

approval :
1
1
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Exceptions, Approvals, i'ﬂ Appeals

Exceptions by Part 115

If the proposal is for a type Il landfill or
municipal solid waste incinerator, a proposal
may be deemed inconsistent with the
materials management plan if there is at
least 66 months of available sclid waste

The County Board of Commissioners shall
sposal capacity within the planning area.

promptly notify the owner or operator
initiating the proposal of its determination

If the proposal is for a materials utilization
facility, a proposal may be deemed
inconsistent with the materials management
plan if the plan demonstrates that there
exists an available capacity sufficient ta
address the managed materials identified.

e m—————A

The County Board of Commissioners under Upon receiving the Central Upper Peninsula P P
o N N N q 5 3 If a determination by the County Board of Commissioners has
whose jurisdiction the proposal is to be sited Materials Management Planning Committee’s o )
- e . . not been rendered within 45 business days from the
may base its determination of consistency recommendation, the County Board of P 3
. R -~ . . . ———— transmission of the recommendation of the Central Upper
with the materials management plan on the Commissioners shall provide a determination . h -
. ol N q . Peninsula Materials Management Planning Committee, the
following exceptions: of whether the proposal is consistent with A > 2 -
y application shall be considered automatically consistent.
I the Materials Management Plan

-

-
<~
~.

.
~.

Yes- The developer proceeds to apply to EGLE for the General
Permit and other requirements

No- If a proposal for development of a materials management
facility is found to be inconsistent with this Plan, an appeal by
the applicant may be made to the Department of Environment,
Great Lakes, and Energy as part of EGLE's review of
consistency. EGLE shall review the determination made by the
County Board of Commissioners to ensure that the criteria and
review procedures have been properly adhered to.

The Designated Planning Agency shall
have 30 days to review the application
for administrative completeness

The Designated Planning Agency shall

place the proposal on the agenda of

the next regular or special CUPMMPC
meeting

The CUPMMPC shall review the
proposal and make a recommendation
to the host County Board of
Commissioners




Education

Educating residents on best practices is essential for maximizing the effectiveness and cost-
efficiency of materials management programs. While infrastructure investments are necessary
to expand recycling, composting, and waste diversion opportunities, the success of those
investments ultimately depends on public participation. Educational outreach can effectively
increase patrticipation rates, improve procedures, and decrease material contamination rates,
making a program more cost-effective, sustainable, and long-lasting.

ystem and how to

rces entire loads to be
idents also achieve
ding landfill lifespan

When residents understand which materials can be collected in
properly prepare them, they significantly reduce contaminatio
sent to landfills instead of materials recovery facilities. Wel
higher participation and diversion rates, reducing dispo

osts while

disposal services into efficient resource recove
budgets.

n consistently identified confusion
be taken for diversion, whether

Public engagement conducted during de
regarding what materials can be recy
materials are actually recycled after colle tal and economic benefits
associated with materials management. ue to the central Upper
Peninsula and have been jg ied nationally'a ¢ icipation in recycling and
organics diversion prog ! ] on strategy should focus on increasing public
ograms, promoting source reduction and
reasing participation in recycling and

, visually recognizable, and coordinated
duce confusion among residents and visitors moving between

develop a regional e¢ on and outreach program. Regional coordination can reduce
duplication of effort while ensuring that accurate and current information is available throughout
the planning area. Educational efforts should include:

e A centralized public-facing materials management website containing information on
recycling, composting, disposal, hazardous waste, and diversion opportunities.

¢ Interactive maps showing recycling drop-off sites, composting facilities, transfer stations,
public-space recycling locations, and household hazardous waste collection sites.
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¢ Development of standard educational materials that can be customized by counties and
municipalities.

o Regional advertising campaigns promoting recycling, organics diversion, waste
reduction, and litter prevention.

e Social media, radio, newspaper, utility billing inserts, and public service announcements.

e Translation of educational materials into formats accessible to persons with disabilities
and seasonal residents when practical.

Figure 18: Local Educational Flyer Example ‘
&%
% 2 RECYCLE THANK YOU FOR RECYCLING THESE:
Metal Plastic
All Paper Cardboard Containers Containers

Newspaper, Junk Mail, Cardboard Aluminum and Plastic Bottles,
and Magazines (piz7za boxes must be empty Steel Cans Jugs, and Tubs
(all colors and types) w'th no food residuc) (empty ard rirse) (empty, rinse, replace cap)

NO! ’ é {
A a8 F o
No Glass No Bagged No Plastic Bags No Food or Liquid No Hazardous
(take to rocycling Recycling (empty and rinseo all Waste
droo-off location) containers)

should incorporate education before,

limited and many re are unfamiliar with composting options. Where practical, educational
materials should demomnstrate the economic benefits of reducing food waste and highlight
successful local composting programs operating within the planning area.

Long-term success depends upon building awareness among future generations. Educational
partnerships with schools, colleges, universities, libraries, and youth organizations create
opportunities to integrate sustainability concepts into everyday learning. Education at younger
ages helps establish lifelong habits and increases household participation. Without ongoing

110



education and outreach at all levels, expanded infrastructure alone is unlikely to achieve the
diversion goals established by this Plan.
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ADMINISTRATION

Administering and implementing the Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Plan is the
responsibility of the entities identified in Part 115, with consideration for their authority and
capacity to undertake materials management activities. Overall, each County Board of
Commissioners within the planning area is the respective County A al Authority, and shall
be responsible for the implementation and enforcement of this PI e Board of
Commissioners may designate additional entities to provide o and ensure the initiation
of the activities required or proposed. The ultimate decisio with the respective

limited to, applying for federal, state, and other g
available, such as the levy of fees, surcharges, or oard of Commissioners is also

responsible for any legislative action t 0 accomplish the goals of this Plan
that do not conflict with any federal or t

Table 17: Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Responsibilities

Responsibilities Name/Title/Organization Qualifications/Authority

-Kipling: City of
Gladstone, Brampton
a Township, Ford

Local units of government within
Census-identified urban areas

Bass Lake/Moon

Lake-Iron
Kingsford-Quinnesec-Norway-Vulcan-
Loretto: City of Iron Mountain, City of
ingsford, City of Norway, Breitung
er Township, Norway Township,
ucedah Township

Local units of government within
Census-identified urban areas

(Marquette County) West Ishpeming-
Ishpeming-Negaunee-Trowbridge Park-
Marquette-Harvey: City of Ishpeming,
City of Marquette, City of Negaunee, Local units of government within
Chocolay Charter Township, Ishpeming | Census-identified urban areas
Township, Marquette Charter
Township, Negaunee Township, Sands
Township

identified urba

eas by 2026

(Menominee County) Menominee-M-35
north of city limits: City of Menominee,
Menominee Township

Local units of government within
Census-identified urban areas
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Table 17: Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Responsibilities

Responsibilities

Name/Title/Organization

Qualifications/Authority

Implementing the access requirements
of the benchmark recycling standards:
Curbside recycling access in
communities over 5,000 residents by
2028

City of Escanaba

Local unit of government with a
population over 5,000

City of Gladstone

Local unit of government with a
population over 5,000

Breitung Charter Township

Local unit of government with a
opulation over 5,000

City of Iron Mountain

ocal unit of government with a
population over 5,000

City of Kingsford

Local unit of government with a
ulation over 5,000

City of Norway

nit of government with a
ion over 5,000

overnment with a
5,000

Local unit of government with a
population over 5,000

Local unit of government with a
population over 5,000

Implementing the acces
of the benchmark recycling
At least 1 drop-eff.in each col
every 10,00 ithout

Local unit of government with a
population over 5,000

County containing residents without
access to curbside recycling service

County containing residents without
access to curbside recycling service

County containing residents without
access to curbside recycling service

Marquette County

County containing residents without
access to curbside recycling service

lenominee County

County containing residents without
access to curbside recycling service

Schoolcraft County

County containing residents without
access to curbside recycling service
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Table 17: Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Responsibilities

Responsibilities

Name/Title/Organization

Qualifications/Authority

Identifying the materials utilization
framework and the achievement of the
materials management goals.

Central Upper Peninsula Materials
Management Planning Committee

The permanent public body created by

interlocal agreement to effectuate the

joint exercise of powers and duties of

the counties within the planning area to

identify, create, review, coordinate, and

implement a materials management
lan.

he Designated Planning Agency
designated by interlocal agreement to
serve as the primary governmental
resource for materials management
nning, prepare the materials
gement plan, administer the

Is management planning

Otherwise monitoring, imple
and enforcing the MMP and
any required reports to th

County Approval Agency for Alger
County

County Approval Agency for Delta
County

County Approval Agency for Dickinson
County

County Approval Agency for Marquette
County

County Approval Agency for
Menominee County

Schoolcraft County Board of
Commissioners

County Approval Agency for
Schoolcraft County

County Approval Authorities, Local
units of government

Local units of government with fiscal
oversight responsibilities within the
planning area.

114




Amendments

The Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Plan (CUPMMP) is intended to be a
dynamic planning document that may require modification over time to reflect changes in
materials management practices, infrastructures, policies, and regulatory requirements. This
amendment process establishes triggers and procedures for modifying this Plan in a manner
consistent with Part 115 of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, as
amended, and guidance issued by the Michigan Department of Envir: ent, Great Lakes, and
Energy (EGLE) for materials management planning.

Amendments may be necessary to address:

e Development of new materials management facilitie
e Expansion or closure of existing facilities
e Changes to siting criteria or procedures
o Changes in county ordinances affecting

The amendment process ensures that 3 : S
appropriate stakeholders, approved by lot ‘ ed by EGLE when
required.

ative Amendments or Substantive
of the proposed change.

Plan amendments ma

ity inventory information or ownership
ces to the extent that the ordinances regulate noise, litter, odor,

of a materials management facility or the location of a disposal area; and are not more
stringent than the requirements of Part 115.

e Minor corrections or clarifications to text

o Updates to maps, tables, or figures

e Administrative changes to agency names or program descriptions

o Updates to data that do not affect planning conclusions
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Administrative amendments shall be reviewed and approved by the Central Upper Peninsula
Materials Management Planning Committee (CUPMMPC). Documentation of administrative
amendments shall be maintained in the official Plan record, and shall be incorporated in the
next substantive amendment of the MMP.

Administrative amendments do not require formal approval by municipalities or EGLE unless
otherwise required by state law.

Substantive Amendments
Substantive amendments involve changes that may affect the over,
capacity assumptions of the CUPMMP. Examples include:

nning framework or

e Addition of new materials management facilities
e Expansion of landfill capacity or service area
o Changes to the facility siting process or sitin

e Substantive modifications to county materi rams
e Changes to the planning area, participa S
e Adoption of new ordinances that affect mat ent infrastructure

e Modifications required by EGLE_to maintain co e with Part 115.

Substantive amendments must follow
described below.

and approval process

Amendment Initiation
A proposed amendment &

Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE)

all be submitted in writing to the Designated Planning Agency

3. Present the proposed amendment to the CUPMMPC for review and recommendation to
take action on the amendment.

The Committee may request additional information or modifications before recommending the
amendment for further consideration.
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For administrative amendments, the approved amendment text shall be communicated to each
County Approval Authority.

For substantive amendments, public participation and approvals shall follow the amendment
process for materials management plans in accordance with Part 115 and EGLE guidance.

The Designated Planning Agency shall maintain records of all CUPMMP amendments,
including:

e Amendment requests and supporting documentation

e CUPMMPC recommendations

e Public notices and comments

e Approval resolutions from the County Approval Aut
municipalities

e EGLE approval documentation, when applic

Approved amendments will be incorporated into
maintained as part of the permanent planning re

Periodic Plan Review

The Central Upper Peninsula Materia Committee will periodically
to ensure continued
compliance with Part 115 and to evaluate ing area’s materials
management goals, including [ on objectives. Plan

amendments may be initi 3 : i anges or emerging materials

MP review to each County Approval
equesting a review, or shall provide one

review provided, each CAA shall communicate whether an
needed, or one is not needed, in order to advance the materials

the CUPMMPC ane
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Appendix A: Materials Management Facility Inventory

Type of Facility

Materials Collected

Physical Characteristics

> |Z|sg|e 3 < 3
_ <le |3|%|= = s = .| &
SIE|_1218 |%l2]2 | 2 |. Public or 2l s 5 gl B
Facility glsls|dle |£]2]e g | & 2141 2] | 2l e ¢ 2=
EGLE ME N EIENIELE s |2 Private 23| = g 8| 8| 8|le|E|gl=|2
Acknowledgement zlzle 5|8 :; é_ = g :; 2 2 i § e § 73 o] 5 1;3 5 2 'é_ 5% % 2
Facility Name WDS ID for MMP HEEEEREI BRI EEERE Operator Facility Service Group 2|85\ 5| 3|2 &5 s|2|3|3|8|&|2 2|county |Physical Address Latitude/Longitude Acreage |Capacity
Delta County Solid Waste Management Authority 410730 Yes X X X X Delta County Solid Waste Management Authority Public General Public/Commercial X X[ X|X]|X[X X X| X[ X X |pelta 5701 19TH AVE N ESCANABA, MI 49829  [45°45'58.22"N 87°07'32.97"W 278
Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority 451188 Yes X X X X Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority |Public General Public/Commercial X X|X|X[X[X]X]|X X| X[ X Marquette  |600 COUNTY ROAD NP MARQUETTE, MI 49§46°29'45.56"N 87°27'57.76"W 210[4.7 million cu.yds.
Michigan Environs, Inc. 442570 Yes X X WM Private General Public/Commercial X | X[ X[X]X[X]|X Menominee |W6111 ELMWOOD RD MENOMINEE, MI 49|45°10'11.80"N 87°38'09.68"W 420
Wood Island Waste Management, Inc. 444301 Yes X X GFL Private General Public/Commercial X X[ X|X]| X|{X]|X X Alger E10081 M-28 WETMORE, MI 49894 46°22'34.62"N 86°35'44.93"W 331[50000 cu.yds.
Hiawatha Shores Landfill, Inc. 485207 X X Hiawatha Shores, Inc. Private General Public/Commercial X Schoolcraft |3098N RIVER RD GULLIVER, MI 49840 46°03'56.71"N 86°03'40.45"W 45
Niagara Development, LLC. 470397 X Niagara Development, LLC Private Commercial/Industrial Dickinson KIMBERLY ROAD, QUINNESEC MI, 49876  |45°46'13.19"N 87°57'28.75"W 68
Billerud Quinnesec, LLC 474294 X Billerud Americas Private Onsite Dickinson W6582 US-2 NORWAY, MI 49870 45°46'42.23"N 87°57'29.29"W 94
Billerud Escanaba, LLC 395326 X Billerud Americas Private Onsite Delta 7100 COUNTY 426 M.5 RD ESCANABA, Ml |45°49'20.01"N 87°05'30.43"W 132
Haywire Landfill 478695 X Zellar MP Real Estate, Inc. Private Commercial/Industrial Schoolcraft [453 S MACKINAC AVE MANISTIQUE, MI 498|46°00'06.09"N 86°15'40.70"W 550
Stony Creek Transfer Station 496286 X [CLOSED] [CLOSED] Alger E21999 CARPENTER ROAD GRAND MARAIS, |46°39'21.74"N 85°58'22.48"W 3
Monache Type B Transfer Station 496188 X [CLOSED] [CLOSED] Alger N13387 M-77 GRAND MARAIS, MI, 49839 |46°38'19.11"N 85°59'23.95"W 37
Garden Township Transfer Station 451194 X Garden Township Public Garden and Fairbanks Township Re X X|X| X[ X][X X| X Delta 8788 0o 25 ROAD, GARDEN, M, 49835 45°51'47.83"N 86°31'30.54"W 7.5
Dickinson County Solid Waste Transfer Station 450003 Yes X X GFL Public General Public/Commercial X X[X|[X]|X[X]|X]|X X | X Dickinson 2500 BALER ROAD, QUINNESEC, MI, 49876 |45°48'38.48"N 88°00'31.12"W 276|219 tons MSW/day
Felch Township Waste Transfer Station 497146 X Felch Township Public Felch Township Residents X X[X|X]|X[X]|X X Dickinson  |W4243 HIGHWAY M69, FELCH, MI 45°59'29.71"N 87°49'48.18"W 2
Wells Township Transfer Station 496295 X Wells Township Public Wells TownshipResidents X Marquette 38295 CR 426, ARNOLD, MI, 49819 46°02'49.04"N 87°28'32.06"W 10
Turin Township Transfer Station 466470 X Turin Township Public Turin Township Residents X Marquette ~17199 STATE HWY M-35, ROCK, MI, 4988046°10'40.80"N 87°14'32.61"W 6
Forsyth Township Department of Public Works 496217 Yes X Forsyth Township Public Forsyth Township Residents X X[ X|X]| X[X X Marquette  |180 WEST DEPOT ROAD, GWINN, M| 49841/46°16'38.15"N 87°26'19.69"W 2(3,600 sq.ft.
Sands Township Transfer Station 485024 X Sands Township Public Sands Township Residents X X[ X|X|X|[X]|X X X Marquette  [987 STATE HWY M-553 GWINN, MI 49841 [46°27'35.46"N 87°25'34.74"W 18
Skandia/West Branch Transfer Facility 474286 Yes X Skandia/West Branch Townships Public Skandia/West Branch TownshipRe] X X|X| X[ X]|X]|X X| X Marquette  |159 HOLME ROAD, SKANDIA, MI 49885 46°20'51.08"N 87°13'46.60"W 20
GFL Solid Waste Midwest, LLC. Negaunee Transfer Stati 496287 Yes X GFL Private City of Negaunee Residents X Marquette 800 CR 480 NEGAUNEE, MI 49866 46°30'05.08"N 87°35'40.30"W 21|150 cu.yds/week
North Country Disposal 488788 X North Country Disposal Private General Public/Commercial X X X Marquette 83 EAGLE MILLS ROAD, NEGAUNEE, MI 4986(46°30'50.67"N 87°30'34.31"W 10
Marquette Transfer Station 390757 Yes X WM Private General Public/Commercial X Marquette 910 BARAGA AVENUE MARQUETTE, MI 498546°32'38.39"N 87°24'59.50"W 5
City of Marquette Household Rubbish Site 498822 Yes X City of Marquette Public City of Marquette Residents X XITX|X| X[ X]|X X Marquette  |1415 PIONEER RD MARQUETTE, MI 49855 |46°31'30.68"N 87°25'10.52"W 10|200 cu.yds./day; open 40 days/yez
Republic Transfer Station 496218 X Republic Township Public Republic Township Residents X X[ X X|X|[X X X Marquette  |8850 WILLOW DRIVE REPUBLIC, MI 49879 |46°22'33.91"N 87°58'35.85"W 50
Powell Township Transfer Station 465515 X Powell Township Public Powell Township Residents X X[ X|X|X[X]|X X Marquette  |223 DUMP ROAD, BIG BAY, MI 49808 46°48'55.15"N 87°44'23.16"W 5
West Marquette County Sanitation Authority 448702 X West Marquette County Sanitation Authority Public West End Municipality Residents X X Marquette 2150 US-41 WEST, ISHPEMING, MI 49849 (46°29'19.54"N 87°44'08.84"W 160
North County Transfer Station 470420 X GFL [CLOSED] Menominee |N16089 NORMENCO RD, SPALDING, MI, 4945°41'38.08"N 87°29'27.39"W 3
Mid County Transfer Station 470418 X GFL [CLOSED] Menominee |US-2 HIGHWAY 41 8231, DAGGETT, MI, 498(45°28'39.94"N 87°36'11.11"W 6
Menominee-Ingallston Transfer Station 470547 X Menominee/Ingallston Townships. Public Menominee/Ingallston Township R X X|X| X[ X|X]X Menominee |N2314 RANGE LINE DRIVE MENOMINEE, MI|45°11'56.80"N 87°34'04.70"W 49
City of Menominee Public Works Transfer Station 435938 X City of Menominee [CLOSED] Menominee (1301 5TH AVE, MENOMINEE, MI, 49858  (45°06'14.04"N 87°37'09.07"W 9
Zellar Sanitation Refuse Transfer Station 412868 X Zellar Sanitation Public General Public/Commercial X | X[ X[X]|X[X Schoolcraft [415 S CHIPPEWA AVE , MANISTIQUE, MI, 4945°57'23.41"N 86°15'25.89"W 4
TRICO Opportunities, Inc. 397347 X TRICO Opportunities Nonprofit General Public/Commercial X | X Dickinson 610 N HOOPER ST KINGSFORD, M1 49802 (45°48'02.30"N 88°04'39.99"W 4
Omaha Track Creosote-Treated Railroad Tie Biomass P| 500203 X Tetra Tech Private Industrial X Delta 2172 N 30TH ST, ESCANABA, MI 49829 45°45'54.73"N 87°05'40.10"W 5
City of Munising Yard Waste Collection Site NA Yes X City of Munising Public City of Munising Residents X Alger LEHNEN RD MUNISING, M| 49862 46°23’48.8"N 86°37°40.2"W 5.5
City of Gladstone Compost Site 438659 Yes X City of Gladstone Public City of Gladstone Residents X Delta PS5 RD, GLADSTONE, MI, 49837 45°51'39.30" N 87°02'45.64"W 10{6000 sq.ft.
City of Kingsford Compost Drop-off Site NA X |city of Kingsford Public City of Kingsford Residents X Dickinson 1500 CARTER DR, KINGSFORD, MI 49802 (45°48'08.15"N 88°05'33.06"W
City of Iron Mountain Compost Drop-off Site NA Yes X City of Iron Mountain Public City of Iron Mountain Residents X Dickinson 125 N STEPHENSON AVE, IRON MOUTAIN, M45°49'22.24" N 88°03'43.31"W 0.25(10000 sq.ft.
Breitung Township Yard Waste Collection Site NA Yes X [Charter Township of Breitung Public Breitung Township Residents X Dickinson SECOND ST, QUINNESEC, MI 49876 45°48'10.53" N 88°00'27.15"W 0.6]6500 sq.ft. *650-1,400 cu.yds.
City of Negaunee Compost Site 489499 Yes X City of Negaunee Public City of Negaunee Residents X Marquette 300 COUNTY ROAD 480, NEGAUNEE, Ml 49446°30'19.36"N 87°34'12.46"W 28355 cu.yds.
Partridge Creek Compost 499069 X Partridge Creek Compost Nonprofit General Public/Commercial X Marquette 200 WASHINGTON STREET, ISHPEMING, MI(46°28'22.11"N 87°41'21.87"W
City of Menominee Yard Waste Collection Site NA Yes X City of Menominee Public City of Menominee Residents X Menominee |23RD AVE MENOMINEE, MI 49858 45°07'15.8" N 87°36'59.7"W 3(7000 sq.ft.
Enviro-cycle Compost Site NA X Private General Public X Schoolcraft |422 N FIFTH ST MANISTIQUE, MI 49854 45°58’10.5”N 87°16’00.5"W 3
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Appendix B: Transportation Infrastructure

Name

Green For Life

Waste
Management

North Country
Disposal

Zellar
Sanitation

Soo Hill

Sanitation

Delta Disposal

Peninsula
Sanitation

Grinsteiner
Disposal

Bryan Lancour

UP Dumpsters

Type

Residential,
Commercial,
Transfer

Residential,
Commercial,
Transfer

Residential,
Commercial

Residential,
Commercial

Residential,
Commercial

Residential,
Commercial

Residential,
Commercial

Residential,
Commercial

Specialized

Specialized

Local
Administrative
Physical
Address
1005 EAST BLVD
KINGSFORD, MI
49802

910 West Baraga
AVE Marquette,
MI 49855

83 EAGLE MILLS
ROAD
NEGAUNEE, Ml
49866

4158
CHIPPEWA AVE
MANISTIQUE,
Ml, 49854

3706 19TH AVE
N, ESCANABA,
MI 49829

1500 3RD AVE N,
ESCANABA, Ml
49829

409 SOUTH
13TH STREET

ESCANABA, Ml
49829

N6629
RANGELINE DR
M1, WALLACE,
MI 49858

325 BROOKTON
ROAD
MARQUETTE, Ml
49855

100
STONEVILLE
ROAD
ISHPEMING, MI
49849

Service Areas

Menominee County, Dickinson
County, Alger County, Delta County
(commercial), Marquette County

Menominee County, Dickinson
County, Marquette County

Marquette County, Alger County

(western)

Schoolcraft County, Alger County
(eastern)

Delta County

Delta County, Menominee County
(northern), Schoolcraft County
(western)

Delta County

Menominee County (southern)

Turin Township (Marquette County)

Marquette County

120

Disposal Areas
Utilized

Wood Island Landfill,
Delta County
SWMA, Marquette
County SWMA

Michigan Environs
Landfill, Marquette
County SWMA

Marquette County
SWMA

Hiawatha Shores
Landfill

Delta County SWMA

Delta County SWMA

Delta County SWMA

Michigan Environs
Landfill

Marquette County
SWMA

Marquette County
SWMA



Appendix B: Transportation Infrastructure

Name

A-1 Landfill
Hauling and
Property
Cleanup

Paul
Whitmarsh
Drop-Off
Service

906 Hauling &
Disposal, LLC

City of
Escanaba

City of
Gladstone

City of
Kingsford

City of Norway

Sagola
Township

Type

Specialized

Specialized

Specialized

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Local Service Areas

Administrative
Physical
Address
435 BISHOP
WOODS ROAD,
MARQUETTE, MI
49855

Marquette County

5281 ROCK
RIVER RD,
CHATHAM, M
49816

Rock River Township (Alger County)

66 SMITH LANE,
MARQUETTE, Ml
49855

Escanaba area (Delta County)

Municipal Hauling Services

410 LUDINGTON  City of Escanaba
ST, ESCANABA,
Ml 49829

1100 DELTA AVE
GLADSTONE, Ml
49837

City of Gladstone

305 S
CARPENTER
AVE
KINGSFORD, Ml
49802

City of Kingsford

915 MAIN ST,
NORWAY, MI
49870

City of Norway

PO BOX 195, Limited residential routes
CHANNING, MI

49815
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Disposal Areas
Utilized

Marquette County
SWMA

Wood Island Landfill

Delta County SWMA

Delta County SWMA

Delta County SWMA

Dickinson County
SWMA

Dickinson County
SWMA

Dickinson County
SWMA



Appendix C: Waste Characteristics

Tons of Generation and Disposal By Landfill and County of Origin, FY2023

Landfill
Muncipal Solid Waste
Dafter Sanitary Landfill (*Chippewa County) 8.83 8.83
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 20948.76 2360.23 1322.12 24631.11
Hiawatha Shores Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 6741.64 65.82 6807.46
Marguette County Solid Waste Management Authority (Marquette County) 37459.71 37459.71
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 6208.70 15685.44 21894.14
Wood Island Landfill (Alger County) 10510.00 15817.00 24011.00 50338.00
Total Municipal Solid Waste 10518.83 20948.76 15817.00 37459.71 8568.93 8063.76 65.82 0.00 39696.44 0.00 0.00 141139.25
f 39%
Industrial Waste
Hiawatha Shores Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 5638.00 5638.00
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 37227.04 8145.38 45372.42
Niagara Development Landfill (Dickinson County) 8928.85 1756.51 10685.36
Billerud Escanaba (Delta County) 17694.70 17694.70
Billerud Quinnesec (Dickinson County) 59791.00 59791.00
Wood Island Landfill (Alger County) 4394.00 4394.00
Haywire Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 2000.00 2000.00
Total Industrial Waste 4394.00 77485.70 8928.85 0.00 37227.04 5638.00 0.00 2000.00 9901.89 0.00 0.00 145575.48
f 41%
Construction and Demolition
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 2426.35 2426.35
Hiawatha Shores Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 2226.70 2226.70
Marguette County Solid Waste Management Authority (Marquette County) 17973.25 17973.25
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 1945.15 2002.11 3947.26
Niagara Development Landfill (Dickinson County) 799.25 132.15 931.40
Haywire Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 203.50 203.50
Total Construction and Demolition 0.00 2426.35 799.25  17973.25 1945.15 2226.70 0.00 203.50 2134.26 0.00 0.00 27708.46
f 8%
Other Wastes
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 63.91 63.91
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 188.06 77.68 1797.88 2063.62
Total Other Wastes 0.00 63.91 0.00 188.06 77.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 1797.88 0.00 0.00 2127.53
f 1%
Alternate Daily Cover
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 2512.76 1757.00 4269.76
Marguette County Solid Waste Management Authority (Marquette County) 14556.40 14556.40
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 3103.30 19735.22 22838.52
Total Alternate Daily Cover 0.00 2512.76 0.00 14556.40 4860.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 19735.22 0.00 0.00 41664.68
f 12%
Total Waste Disposal 14912.83 103437.48 25545.10 70177.42 52679.10 15928.46 65.82 2203.50 73265.69 0.00 0.00 358215.40

*Qutside Planning Area, only in-area generation is recorded
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Landfill

Municipal Solid Waste

Appendix C: Waste Characteristics

Tons of Generation and Disposal By Landfill and County of Origin, FY2024

Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 20604.00 2631.00 1376.59 24611.59
Hiawatha Shores Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 6391.24 6391.24
Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority (Marquette County) 37271.50 37271.50
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 4805.03 16569.52 21374.55
Wood Island Landfill (Alger County) 11633.00 17823.00 22055.00 51511.00
Total Municipal Solid Waste 11633.00 20604.00 17823.00 37271.50 7436.03 7767.83 0.00 0.00 38624.52 0.00 0.00 141159.88
f 31%
Industrial Waste
Hiawatha Shores Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 5504.67 5504.67
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 20.98 4778.91 4962.59 9762.48
Niagara Development Landfill (Dickinson County) 863.33 2196.20 3059.53
Billerud Escanaba (Delta County) 29672.50 29672.50
Billerud Quinnesec (Dickinson County) 131016.00 131016.00
Wood Island Landfill (Alger County) 2782.00 2782.00
Haywire Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 39902.64 39902.64
Total Industrial Waste 2802.98 160688.50 863.33 0.00 4778.91 45407.31 0.00 0.00 7158.79 0.00 0.00 221699.82
f 48%
Construction and Demolition
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 2820.00 2820.00
Hiawatha Shores Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 3937.96 3937.96
Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority (Marquette County) 54529.94 54529.94
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 1622.42 1926.92 3549.34
Niagara Development Landfill (Dickinson County) 894.59 193.24 1087.83
Haywire Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 0.00
Total Construction and Demolition 0.00 2820.00 894.59 54529.94 1622.42 3937.96 0.00 0.00 2120.16 0.00 0.00 65925.07
f 14%
Other Wastes
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 43.00 43.00
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 729.85 0.78 556.51 1287.14
Dafter Sanitary Landfill (*Chippewa County) 0.02 0.02
Total Other Wastes 0.00 43.00 0.00 729.85 0.78" 0.00 0.00 0.00 556.51 0.00 0.00 1330.14
[ 0.3%
Alternate Daily Cover
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 416.40 4359.78 4776.18
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 1136.11 18344.63 19480.74
Wood Island Landfill (Alger County) 3061.00 3061.00
Total Alternate Daily Cover 3061.00 416.40 0.00 0.00 5495.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 18344.63 0.00 0.00 27317.92
[ 6%
Total Waste Disposal 17496.98 184571.90 19580.92 92531.29  19334.03 57113.10 0.00 0.00 66804.61 0.00 0.00 457432.83

*Qutside Planning Area, only in-area generation is recorded

123




Appendix C: Waste Characteristics

Landfill

Municipal Solid Waste

Tons of Generation and Disposal By Landfill and County of Origin, FY2025

Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 28062.80 2790.37 4752.25 35605.42
Hiawatha Shores Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 6736.37 6736.37
Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority (Marquette County) 38673.46 38673.46
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 5092.01 20682.42 25774.43
Wood Island Landfill (Alger County) 13835.00 14868.00 5457.00 34160.00
Dafter Sanitary Landfill (*Chippewa County) 32.03 32.03
K&W Landfill (*Ontonagon County) 22.94 22.94
Total Municipal Solid Waste 13867.03 28062.80 14868.00 38673.46 7882.38  11488.62 0.00 0.00 26139.42 0.00 0.00 140981.71
30%
Industrial Waste
Hiawatha Shores Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 2448.12 2448.12
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 6548.60 4442.15 2887.87 13878.62
Niagara Development Landfill (Dickinson County) 797.42 238.35 719.05 1754.82
Billerud Escanaba (Delta County) 70786.70 70786.70
Billerud Quinnesec (Dickinson County) 145423.00 145423.00
Wood Island Landfill (Alger County) 2025.00 2025.00
Haywire Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 5787.46 5787.46
Total Industrial Waste 2025.00 216209.70 797.42 0.00 6786.95 12677.73 0.00 0.00 3606.92 0.00 0.00 242103.72
52%
Construction and Demolition
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 4020.07 4020.07
Hiawatha Shores Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 2854.77 2854.77
Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority (Marquette County) 36193.89 36193.89
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 1628.81 1442.15 3070.96
Niagara Development Landfill (Dickinson County) 735.58 141.68 877.26
Haywire Landfill (Schoolcraft County) 0.00
K&W Landfill (*Ontonagon County) 1.56 1.56
Total Construction and Demolition 0.00 4021.63 735.58 36193.89 1628.81 2854.77 0.00 0.00 1583.83 0.00 0.00 47018.51
[ 10%
Other Wastes
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 227.68 227.68
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 32.73 7.09 39.82
Dafter Sanitary Landfill (*Chippewa County) 2.26 2.26
Total Other Wastes f 0.00 227.68 0.00 0.00 32.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.09 0.00 0.00 267.50
[ 0.1%
Alternate Daily Cover
Delta County Landfill (Delta County) 580.28 3321.05 3901.33
Michigan Environs Landfill (Menominee County) 626.31  11363.50 16629.28 28619.09
Wood Island Landfill (Alger County) 3154.00 3154.00
Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority (Marquette County) 21.40 21.40
Total Alternate Daily Cover 3154.00 580.28 0.00 21.40 3947.36  11363.50 0.00 0.00 16629.28 0.00 0.00 35695.82
[ 8%
Total Waste Disposal 19046.03 249102.09 16401.00 74888.75 20278.23 38384.62 0.00 0.00 47966.54 0.00 0.00 466067.26

*Qutside Planning Area, only in-area generation is recorded
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County
Alger
Alger
Alger
Alger
Alger
Alger
Alger
Alger
Alger
Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta

Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta
Delta

Dickinson
Dickinson
Dickinson
Dickinson
Dickinson

Dickinson
Dickinson

Dickinson
Dickinson
Dickinson

Appendix D: Residential Services

Municipality
Au Train Township
Burt Township

City of Munising
Grand Island Township
Limestone Township
Mathias Township
Munising Township
Onota Township
Rock River Township
Baldwin Township
Bark River Township
Bay De Noc Township
Brampton Township
City of Escanaba
City of Gladstone
Cornell Township
Ensign Township
Escanaba Township
Fairbanks Township
Ford River Township

Garden Township
Maple Ridge Township
Masonville Township
Nahma Township
Wells Township

Breen Township
Breitung Township
City of Iron Mountain
City of Kingsford

City of Norway

Felch Township
Norway Township

Sagola Township
Waucedah Township
West Branch Township

Service Type

Contracted/Franchise
Individual Subscription
Contracted/Franchise
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Contracted/Franchise
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Municipal

Municipal

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Hybrid- Drop-off,
Individual
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Hybrid- Drop-off,
Individual

Individual Subscription
Hybrid- Municipal,
Individual

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription

Municipal

Trash Contract

Green For Life

Green For Life

Green For Life

City of Escanaba

City of Gladstone

Green For Life
Green For Life

City of Kingsford

City of Norway

Sagola Township

Municipal
Recycling
Contract

No Recycling Program

Green For Life

No Recycling Program

City of Escanaba
City of Gladstone

No Recycling Program
Green for Life
Green for Life
No Recycling Program

Sagola Township
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Recycling
Carts
Present?

Yes- Municipal
Yes- Municipal

Yes- Municipal
Yes- Municipal

Residential Drop off
Trash

Private Subscription
Hauler(s)

Zellar Sanitation

Green For Life; North Country Disposal
Green For Life; North Country Disposal
Green For Life; North Country Disposal
Green For Life

Onota Township Hall
Green For Life
Delta Disposal
Delta Disposal; Peninsula Sanitation; Soo Hill Disposal
Delta Disposal
Delta Disposal; Peninsula Sanitation; Soo Hill Disposal

Delta Disposal
Delta Disposal
Delta Disposal; Peninsula Sanitation; Soo Hill Disposal
Delta Disposal
Delta Disposal; Peninsula Sanitation; Soo Hill Disposal
Garden Township Transfer
Delta Disposal Station
Delta Disposal
Delta Disposal
Delta Disposal

Delta Disposal; Peninsula Sanitation; Soo Hill Disposal

Green For Life; WM Breen Township Fire Hall

Felch Township Community

Green For Life; WM Center

Green for Life; WM

Green for Life; WM
Green for Life; WM

Residential Drop off
Recycling

Burt Township Recycling Center

Paul Whitmarsh Drop-Off Service

Garden Township Transfer Station

City of Norway DPW Drop-off

Felch Township Community Center



County
Marquette
Marquette

Marquette
Marquette
Marquette

Marquette
Marquette

Marquette

Marquette

Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette

Marquette

Appendix D: Residential Services

Municipality
Champion Township
Chocolay Township
City of Ishpeming
City of Marquette

City of Negaunee

Ely Township
Ewing Township

Forsyth Township

Humboldt Township

Ishpeming Township
Marquette Township
Michigamme
Township

Negaunee Township
Powell Township
Republic Township
Richmond Township
Sands Township
Skandia Township
Tilden Township
Turin Township

Wells Township

West Branch Township

Service Type
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise

Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise

Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise

Individual Subscription
Contracted/Franchise

Hybrid- Municipal,
Individual

Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Contracted/Franchise
Hybrid- Drop-off,
Individual
Contracted/Franchise

Hybrid- Drop-off,
Individual

Municipal

Trash Contract

North Country
Disposal

WM

North Country
Disposal

WM

Green For Life
North Country
Disposal
Green for Life

North Country
Disposal

Green for Life /
Department of
Public Works
North Country
Disposal

Green for Life
North Country
Disposal
North Country
Disposal
North Country
Disposal
North Country
Disposal

Green For Life
Green For Life

North Country
Disposal

North Country
Disposal

Municipal
Recycling
Contract

No Recycling Program

WM

North Country Disposal

MW

Green For Life

North Country
Disposal

No Recycling Program

North Country Disposal

Green For Life
North Country
Disposal

Green For Life
North Country
Disposal

No Recycling Program
North Country
Disposal

North Country
Disposal

No Recycling Program
No Recycling Program

North Country
Disposal

No Recycling Program
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Recycling
Carts
Present?

Yes- Hauler by
subscription

Yes- Municipal
Yes- Hauler

Yes- Hauler

Yes- Municipal
Yes- Municipal
Yes- Municipal

Yes- Municipal

Yes- Hauler

Yes- Hauler

Yes- Hauler

Private Subscription

Hauler(s)

North Country Disposal

North Country Disposal; Green For

Life; WM

North Country Disposal

North Country Disposal

Green For Life

North Country Disposal

Green For Life

Residential Drop off
Trash

WM Transfer Station
Municipal Drop Off Site

Ewing Township Hall
Forsyth Township Transfer
Station

West End Transfer Station

Powell Township Transfer
Station

Residential Drop off
Recycling

Chocolay Municipal Complex

WM Transfer Station

Forsyth Township Transfer Station

Powell Township Transfer Station

Republic Township Transfer Station

Richmond Township Hall
Sands Township Transfer
Station

Skandia/West Branch
Transfer Station

Turin Township Transfer Station

Wells Township Hall
Skandia/West Branch
Transfer Station

Richmond Township Hall
Sands Township Transfer Station

Skandia/West Branch Transfer Station

Skandia/West Branch Transfer Station



County

Menominee
Menominee
Menominee
Menominee
Menominee
Menominee
Menominee

Menominee

Menominee
Menominee

Menominee
Menominee
Menominee

Menominee

Menominee
Menominee

Menominee
Menominee

Schoolcraft
Schoolcraft
Schoolcraft

Schoolcraft

Schoolcraft
Schoolcraft
Schoolcraft
Schoolcraft

Schoolcraft

Appendix D: Residential Services

Municipality
Cedarville Township
City of Menominee
City of Stephenson
Daggett Township
Daggett Village
Faithorn Township
Gourley Township
Hannahville Indian
Community

Harris Township
Holmes Township

Ingallston Township
Lake Township
Mellen Township

Menominee Township

Meyer Township
Nadeau Township

Spalding Township
Stephenson Township

City of Manistique
Doyle Township
Germfask Township

Hiawatha Township

Inwood Township
Manistique Township
Mueller Township
Seney Township

Thompson Township

Service Type
Individual Subscription
Contracted/Franchise

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription

Contracted/Franchise

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription

Individual Subscription

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription

Individual Subscription

Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription
Individual Subscription

Individual Subscription

Municipal
Trash Contract Contract

Green For Life

Municipal
Recycling

Green For Life
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Recycling
Carts
Present?

Yes- Hauler by
subscription

Yes- Hauler by
subscription

Yes- Hauler by
subscription

Yes- Hauler by
subscription

Yes- Hauler by
subscription
Yes- Hauler by
subscription

Yes- Hauler by
subscription

Private Subscription
Hauler(s)

Green For Life
Green For Life
Green For Life
Green For Life
Green For Life

Delta Disposal

Delta Disposal
Green For Life

Green For Life; WM
Green For Life
Green For Life

Green For Life; WM

Green For Life; Delta Disposal
Green For Life

Green For Life; Delta Disposal
Green For Life

Zellar Sanitation; Delta Disposal
Zellar Sanitation
Zellar Sanitation

Zellar Sanitation; Delta Disposal

Zellar Sanitation; Delta Disposal
Zellar Sanitation
Zellar Sanitation
Zellar Sanitation

Zellar Sanitation; Delta Disposal

Residential Drop off
Trash

Menominee-Ingallston
Transfer Station

Menominee-Ingallston
Transfer Station

Zellar Transfer Station

Residential Drop off
Recycling

Menominee-Ingallston Transfer Station

Menominee-Ingallston Transfer Station

Zellar Transfer Station



Appendix E: Local Unit Zoning Ordinances

with Siting Requirements

An “X” indicates that an interpretation of a local unit of government’s zoning ordinance at the time of inclusion
in the Materials Management Plan includes regulations for a particular type of facility, or a reasonable
interpretation of a particular facility type by definition. The chart in this Appendix should be used as a guide to
identify whether a local unit of government may have a siting process requirement not otherwise included in
the processes contained in this Plan. An applicant should confirm with a local unit of government the
requirements for the siting of any proposed materials management facility before initiating a review under this

Plan.
MSW
Processing
and Materials Innovative
Zoning Transfer Composting Recovery Technology
County Municipality Ordinance Facilities Facilities Facilities  Facilities
Alger Alger County No
Alger Au Train Township Yes
Alger Burt Township Yes X
Alger City of Munising Yes
Grand Island
Alger Township Yes
Alger Limestone Township No
Alger Mathias Township Yes
Alger Munising Township Yes
Alger Onota Township Yes
Alger Rock River Township Yes
Alger Village of Chatham No
Delta Delta County Yes X
County
Delta Baldwin Township zoned
Delta Bark River Township Yes
Bay De Noc County
Delta Township zoned
County
Delta Brampton Township zoned
Delta City of Escanaba Yes
Delta City of Gladstone Yes
County
Delta Cornell Township zoned
County
Delta Ensign Township zoned
Delta Escanaba Township Yes
County
Delta Fairbanks Township zoned
Delta Ford River Township Yes
Delta Garden Township Yes
Maple Ridge County
Delta Township zoned
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Appendix E: Local Unit Zoning Ordinances

with Siting Requirements

MSW
Processing
Landfills and Materials Innovative
Zoning Type li; MSW Transfer Composting Recovery Technology
County Municipality Ordinance [} Incinerators  Facilities Facilities Facilities  Facilities
Delta Masonville Township Yes
County
Delta Nahma Township zoned
County

Delta Wells Township zoned
Delta Village of Garden No
Dickinson Dickinson County No
Dickinson Breen Township Yes
Dickinson Breitung Township Yes X

City of Iron X X
Dickinson Mountain Yes
Dickinson City of Kingsford Yes X
Dickinson City of Norway Yes X
Dickinson Felch Township Yes X X X
Dickinson Norway Township Yes X
Dickinson Sagola Township Yes
Dickinson Waucedah Township Yes X

West Branch see

. . see note see note see note | seenote | seenote

Dickinson Township Yes note
Marquette Marquette County No
Marquette  Champion Township Yes X X
Marquette Chocolay Township Yes X X X
Marquette City of Ishpeming Yes X X
Marquette  City of Marquette Yes X X X
Marquette  City of Negaunee Yes X X
Marquette Ely Township Yes X
Marquette Ewing Township No
Marquette Forsyth Township Yes X
Marquette  Humboldt Township Yes X X X
Marquette < Ishpeming Township Yes
Marquette  Marquette Township Yes X X

Michigamme X
Marquette Township Yes
Marquette Negaunee Township Yes
Marquette Powell Township Yes X
Marquette Republic Township Yes X
Marquette Richmond Township Yes X X X
Marquette  Sands Township Yes X X X
Marquette  Skandia Township Yes X X
Marquette  Tilden Township Yes
Marquette  Turin Township No
Marquette  Wells Township Yes X X

West Branch X
Marquette  Township Yes
Menominee Menominee County No
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Appendix E: Local Unit Zoning Ordinances

with Siting Requirements

MSW
Processing
Landfills and Materials Innovative
Zoning Type I; MSW Transfer Composting Recovery Technology
County Municipality Ordinance [} Incinerators  Facilities Facilities Facilities  Facilities
Menominee Cedarville Township Yes
Menominee City of Menominee Yes X
Menominee City of Stephenson Yes
Menominee Daggett Township No
Menominee Faithorn Township No
Menominee Gourley Township No
Hannahville Indian
Menominee Community N/A
Menominee Harris Township Yes
Menominee Holmes Township No
Menominee Ingallston Township Yes
Menominee Lake Township Yes
Menominee Mellen Township Yes
Menominee
Menominee Township No
Menominee Meyer Township No
Menominee Nadeau Township No
Menominee Spalding Township No
Stephenson
Menominee Township Yes
Menominee Village of Carney No
Menominee Village of Daggett No
Menominee Village of Powers Yes
Schoolcraft  Schoolcraft County Yes X
Schoolcraft  City of Manistique Yes X
County
Schoolcraft  Doyle Township zoned
County
Schoolcraft Germfask Township zoned
County
Schoolcraft  Hiawatha Township zoned
County
Schoolcraft  Inwood Township zoned
Manistique County
Schoolcraft  Township zoned
County
Schoolcraft  Mueller Township zoned
County
Schoolcraft  Seney Township zoned
County
Schoolcraft Thompson Township zoned
57 16 2 21 3 15 1

*Note- West Branch Township allows "waste collection sites" as a

permitted use its Public Land District
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Appendix F: Local Unit Materials Management Ordinances

Waste Hauler/Facility Licensing Recycling
e} o = T =z
5 S & A £33 232 B35 38 £23 2z 37 z 3 % 23S % 38o5xr>2% 52 28BS B2
2 22 23 385 g %3 232 3% gac ok 22 ] % S38 ~: IS RicEZE 588 Za
? 5= 3 h = 5% - T g 2 = - E
Municipality > s
Alger County N/A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Au Train Township N/A Contracted Contracted
Burt Township N/A Subscription Drop-off
City of Munising Yes Contracted N/A Once per week N/A Yes N/A N/A N/A | N/A N/A N/A Contracted Hauler N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A
Grand Island Township N/A Subscription Subscription
Limestone Township N/A Subscription =
Mathias Township N/A Subscription -
Munising Township N/A Subscription Subscription
Onota Township N/A Contracted Drop-off
Rock River Township N/A Subscription Drop-off
Village of Chatham N/A Subscription Drop-off
Delta County Yes - N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes Yes @ N/A Yes Schedule Drop-off N/A  N/A | N/A | N/A Drop-off N/A
Baldwin Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Bark River Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Bay De Noc Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Brampton Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
City of Escanaba Yes Municipal Yes Once per week Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A | N/A No Ordinance Municipal City Yes N/A | N/A | N/A Yes* Yes
City of Gladstone Yes Municipal N/A Once per week N/A Yes N/A Yes N/A | N/A No Schedule Municipal N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A Drop-off N/A
Cornell Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Ensign Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Escanaba Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Fairbanks Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Ford River Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Garden Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Maple Ridge Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Masonville Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Nahma Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Wells Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Village of Garden N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Dickinson County - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Breen Township N/A Subscription
Breitung Township Yes Contracted N/A Once per week Yes* Yes N/A N/A N/A | N/A No Schedule N/A N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A Yes* N/A
City of Iron Mountain Yes Contracted N/A N/A N/A Yes N/A N/A N/A | N/A No Schedule N/A N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A Yes* N/A
City of Kingsford Yes Municipal N/A Once per week N/A Yes N/A N/A N/A | N/A No Schedule N/A N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A
City of Norway Yes Municipal N/A Once per week N/A Yes N/A N/A N/A | N/A No Schedule Drop-off N/A  N/A | N/A | N/A Drop-off Yes
Felch Township N/A Subscription
Norway Township N/A Subscription
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Appendix F: Local Unit Materials Management Ordinances

Waste Hauler/Facility Licensing Recycling
= = T =z
S %q;? ?,5_’,2" ;{'%g ng %,QE' gg %ngg ?%gg g § Q?;’o% 5-*§_ §§§§§§§§ 390% g%
22 2R3 gz B3 g¢ 295 8 B3 ] E sd8 g AfgLéggz S9R Za
= ® S 5 - - ® 3 3 “~a 2 - “

Municipality > s
Sagola Township Yes Municipal Yes Once per week Yes Yes N/A Yes* N/A | N/A Yes* Schedule Municipal User N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A N/A Yes
Waucedah Township N/A Subscription
West Branch Township N/A Subscription
Marquette County Yes - N/A | Sufficient frequency N/A N/A N/A Yesh N/A | N/A N/A N/A - - - - - - - -
Champion Township N/A Contracted
Chocolay Township N/A Contracted Contracted Hauler
City of Ishpeming Yes Contracted Yes Once per week N/A Yes N/A Yes* N/A | N/A No Schedule Contracted N/A  N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A
City of Marquette Yes Contracted N/A Once per week Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A | N/A No Schedule Contracted City N/A  N/A | N/A | N/A Drop-off N/A
City of Negaunee Yes Contracted N/A Once per week N/A Yes N/A N/A N/A | N/A No Schedule Contracted Hauler Yes = N/A  N/A  N/A Drop-off N/A
Ely Township N/A Contracted Contracted Hauler
Ewing Township N/A Subscription Drop-off
Forsyth Township N/A Subscription(1) Drop-off Yes
Humboldt Township N/A Contracted Contracted Hauler
Ishpeming Township N/A Municipal(2) Municipal(2) | Township
Marquette Township Yes Contracted Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A Yes Yes = N/A No Schedule Contracted = Township < N/A  N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A
Michigamme Township N/A Contracted Contracted | Township
Negaunee Township Yes Contracted Yes Once per week Yes Yes N/A Yes* N/A | N/A No Schedule Contracted = Township = N/A  N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A
Powell Township N/A Subscription Drop-off
Republic Township Yes Contracted Yes Once per week Yes Yes N/A Yes* N/A | N/A YesA Schedule Contracted Hauler N/A  N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A
Richmond Township N/A Contracted Contracted Hauler
Sands Township N/A Municipal Drop-off
Skandia Township N/A Subscription Drop-off
Tilden Township N/A Contracted Contracted Hauler
Turin Township N/A Subscription
Wells Township N/A Contracted
West Branch Township N/A Contracted Drop-off
Menominee County N/A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cedarville Township N/A Subscription
City of Menominee Yes Contracted N/A Once per week N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A | N/A N/A N/A Contracted Hauler N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A
City of Stephenson Yes Subscription N/A N/A N/A Yes* N/A N/A N/A | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A
Daggett Township N/A Subscription
Faithorn Township N/A Subscription
Gourley Township N/A Subscription
Hannahville Indian Community | N/A Contracted
Harris Township N/A Subscription
Holmes Township N/A Subscription
Ingallston Township N/A Subscription
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Municipality >
Lake Township N/A Subscription
Mellen Township N/A Subscription
Menominee Township N/A Subscription
Meyer Township N/A Subscription
Nadeau Township N/A Subscription
Spalding Township N/A Subscription
Stephenson Township N/A Subscription
Village of Carney N/A Subscription
Village of Daggett N/A Subscription
Village of Powers N/A Subscription
Schoolcraft County N/A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
City of Manistique Yes Subscription Yes Yes N/A Yes Yes Yes Yes = N/A N/A Schedule* Subscription Hauler N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A
Doyle Township N/A Subscription
Germfask Township N/A Subscription
Hiawatha Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Inwood Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
Manistique Township N/A Subscription
Mueller Township N/A Subscription
Seney Township N/A Subscription
Thompson Township N/A Subscription Subscription Hauler
(1)Requires by contract that any *Uses a per-
waste hauler also provide recycling *Approved *License required, but no bag/tag system *Fees for landfill
service (2)Muncipal service is *Yes, set container method detailed AHauler APer-pound fee at | closure costs on
provided in a select area, rural by required, but licensing is done through township drop-off | top of user
service is by subscription contract not detailed operational agreements site service fee *Infrequent
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Below are examples of materials management ordinance provisions collected from adopted
ordinances in a variety of municipalities. This example is not meant to be used as a template,
and any municipality adopting these provisions should review with their municipal attorney the
definition and application of such before adoption.

Police Power Ordinances and Contracts

“Backyard compost” means the process of layering and mixing grass clippings or other green
nitrogen material, chopped leaves or other brown carbon material or soil and water to produce a
rich humus or soil amendment used in landscape practices:

“Bulk refuse” means appliances, furniture and other bulky refuse items, excluding construction
and demolition debris, which cannot readily be placed in an approved container.

“Construction and demolition debris” means refuse generated from building construction,
alterations or repairs by contractors or tradesmen.

“‘Domestic solid waste” means the waste materials resulting from the usual routine of
housekeeping, including garbage and rubbish and excluding hazardous waste, construction and
demolition debris, industrial solid waste and medical waste.

"Hauler" means a person or corporation who owns or operates a managed materials
transporting unit.

"Managed materials transporting unit" means a container, which may be an integral part of a
truck or other piece of equipment, used for the transportation of managed materials. A managed
materials transporting unit shall be designed and operated to prevent littering or any other
nuisance.

“Recyclables” means all glass, plastic, and metal containers and cardboard and paper products
as are approved for collection through the [unit of government’s] recycling program.

“Residential unit” A building, or portion thereof, designated for occupancy exclusively for
residential purposes and having cooking facilities and separate sanitary facilities.

“Solid waste or waste” means all putrescible and non-putrescible solid and semisolid wastes
including, but not limitedto, garbage, rubbish, ashes, industrial wastes, swill, demolition and
construction wastes.

“Yard waste” means plant material (leaves, grass clippings, branches, brush, flowers, roots,
etc.) organic debris commonly thrown away in the course of maintaining yards and gardens,
including sod and other biodegradable organic material. Yard waste excludes food waste,
plastic and synthetic fibers, lumber and soil contaminated with hazardous waste.
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Accumulation of Refuse or Garbage. No owner and/or person in control of a residential unit,
commercial establishment or industrial facility shall permit the accumulation of refuse, garbage
or solid waste upon his or her premises for a period that would pose a health hazard, subject
adjacent property occupants to unreasonably offensive odors or become a public nuisance. The
accumulation of refuse, garbage or solid waste for a period in excess of fourteen days shall be
burden of proof of a health hazard and creating a public nuisance. The terms of a lease shall not
excuse either the property owner nor the tenant from complying with the requirements of this
section.

Solid waste collection and storage. All solid waste shall be removed at least once weekly
from all occupied residential units in residential areas and from all other premises as required by
this Ordinance. Temporary storage of solid waste prior torremoval shall comply with this
Ordinance.

Recycling collection and storage. All recycables shall be removed at least biweekly from all
occupied residential units in residential areas and from all other premises as required by this
Ordinance. Temporary storage of recycables prior to removal shall comply with this Ordinance.

Composting Storage. Leaves, yard waste and vegetable waste may be stored for composting
purposes as long as they do not harbor rodents, subject adjacent property owners to an
unreasonably offensive odor or become a public nuisance, provided compost is stored in the
rear yard and located not closer than ten feet from the property line.

Backyard Composting..Backyard compost piles may include a combination of yard and garden
waste, such as weeds, branches, bark, grass clippings, leaves, stalks and stems, brush or
vines; wood ashes;wood chips; coffee grounds; tea leaves; shredded raw fruit and vegetable
waste; eggshells; and nutshells. Compost piles shall not include such products as meat and fish
scraps, dairy products, bones; cooked food, vegetable oils, salad dressing, peanut butter, or
animal manure. Compost piles shall be maintained in a manner that does not emit offensive
odors.or impair the health, safety, or welfare of the people or animals.

Containers required; specifications. It shall be the duty of every person in possession,
charge or control of any dwelling or real property where solid waste or recyclables are
generated or accumulated to have a cart or carts as provided by [the local unit of government]
and to deposit or cause to be deposited therein all managed materials as permitted or required
by this Ordinance.

Disposing of solid waste on public or private property prohibited. It is unlawful for any
person to dump or in any manner dispose of solid waste upon any street, alley, public place or
private property owned by another person within the [municipality].

Bulk Refuse. All bulk refuse shall be separated and must be removed using an approved
method. Approved methods of removal shall be limited to arrangements with the contractor or
private arrangements to transfer the bulk refuse to an appropriate disposal site or facility.

135



Appendix G: Example Ordinance Provisions

Placing burning material in container prohibited. It is unlawful for any person to deposit in
any solid waste container any burning materials or materials sufficiently hot to create
combustion when the same come in contact with other solid waste.

Authorized waste collectors; condition of collection. The collection of all solid wastes is
conditioned upon the observance of all provisions of this Ordinance. Collection is subject to
weather and other conditions beyond the [local unit of governments] control. It shall be unlawful
for any person other than municipal employees, solid waste collectors or other authorized
persons to interfere with solid waste placed in the streets, alleys and public places for collection
or to interfere in any manner with solid waste or recycling carts:

Hauler Registration. No person shall engage in the business of collecting, transporting,
delivering, or disposing of solid waste bulk refuse, commercial or construction debris, garbage,
hazardous or industrial solid waste in the [local unit of government] without first obtaining a
license from the [local unit of government] as provided for in this Ordinance.

Transportation of waste on streets; vehicle condition. The transportation of all'garbage,
offal, rubbish or other waste material through the streets; alleys or thoroughfares of the
[municipality] shall be conducted in a manner so as to create no nuisance. Managed Material
Transporting Units conveying waste must be of such construction and so operated that the
contents shall not spill on the public streets or alleys or otherwise create a nuisance.

Prohibited Waste. It shall be unlawful for any person to place any material in a container or
receptacle which might endanger the collection personnel, or to deposit or deliver to a disposal
site any hazardous material, waste material which would be detrimental to the normal operation
of collection, incineration, recycling, diversion, or disposal, such as gaseous, solid or liquid
poison, dead animals, ammunition, explosives, flammable liquid, un-drained garbage of a liquid
or semiliquid nature, whether.in containers or not; concrete, dirt, automobile or equipment parts,
or any material that possesses heat sufficient to ignite any other collected materials. No motor
vehicles shall be dumped or abandoned at any disposal site.

Prohibited yard waste disposal. No person shall: Mix or permit the mixing of yard waste with
solid waste for curbside collection or place or permit the placing of yard waste out for curbside
collection in the absence of a program designed for such purpose.

Permitted yard waste disposal. It shall be lawful to: Deposit yard waste at any authorized
compost site in accordance with the rules and regulations promulgated by the facility; participate
in a collection program for the diversion of organic wastes including yard wastes if the program
is designed for such; and compost yard waste on the lot where it originated in a manner not
creating a nuisance.

Depositing or scattering of litter prohibited. No person shall deposit or cause to be
deposited, sort, scatter or leave any rubbish, earth, ashes, cinders, sawdust, hay, glass,
manure, filth, paper, ice, dirt, grass, leaves, twigs, shrubs, garbage or other offensive material in
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any public roadway, alley, or public property, nor on any private or vacant property, except for
collection and disposal in appropriate containers or an authorized facility for such purpose.

Placement of containers and special materials for collection. Between the hours of 1:00
p.m. and 10:00 p.m. on the day preceding the scheduled garbage and/or rubbish, recyclables,
or organics collection, residents who are making use of the curbside pickup shall place their
containers in the area between the sidewalk and curb, or between two and eight feet from the
edge of the roadway in areas where there are no sidewalks or curbs. These containers shall be
placed in front of the owner's property and in a location accessible to materials management
transporting unit equipment. During the winter months, garbage and recyclables containers shall
be placed in a driveway opening or some other established.opening in the snowbank. Within 12
hours after pickup, all garbage and recyclables containers shall be removed out of view from the
public street to a location on the owner's property.

Commercial, industrial, institutional, and multi-family buildings. All owners of commercial,
industrial, and institutional properties, and multi-family units with six or more apartments not
serviced by the [local unit of government’s] collection service, shall provide and maintain safe,
clean, on-site storage facilities for garbage and rubbish generated on the property. Said storage
shall be located on the property in accordance with the provisions of the [local unit of
governments’s] zoning regulations, covered and completely screened from view from the public
street, with adequate capacity to store the volume generated between collections. The property
owner shall provide for collection.and disposal in accordance with all applicable laws and
regulations. All garbage shall be collected and properly disposed of at least once per week. The
property owner shall.restrict parking and provide snow removal, as may be necessary, to
facilitate regular garbage collection.

Open burning. No person shall cause or permit any open burning of fuel, garbage or other
combustible refuse or waste material. Leaves, brush, tree trimmings and grass may be burned
provided maintenance of such a fire is not likely to create a hazard or nuisance condition to
adjacent property or persons, and that the purpose for which such fire is to be maintained is
legitimate. This provision shall not be construed to prohibit fires of charcoal or of a non-ash-
producing fuel when used on private property for the exclusive preparation of food for human
consumption or household heating. No person shall leave a fire unattended.

Unauthorized Collection of Residential and Commercial Solid Waste; Anti-Scavenging. It
shall be a violation of this Ordinance for any person unauthorized by [local unit of government]
to collect or pick up or cause to be collected or picked up solid waste, recyclables, or organics
set out for collection. Each collection in violation hereof from a collection point or stop shall
constitute a separate, distinct offense.
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Zoning Ordinance Language

Anaerobic Digester: a facility that uses microorganisms to break down biodegradable material in
the absence of oxygen, producing methane and an organic product.

Composting Facility: a facility where composting processes occur, excluding household
composting, temporary accumulation of organic/yard wastes, and on-farm organics
management.

Innovative Technology Facility: a materials management facility that converts solid waste into
energy or a usable product that is not a materials recovery facility, composting facility, or
anaerobic digester.

Landfill, Type II: a landfill that receives primarily household and commercial municipal solid
waste.

Landfill, Type lll: a landfill that is not a Type Il landfill and primarily receives types other than
municipal solid waste.

Materials Recovery Facility: A facility that receives primarily source separated materials and
sorts, bales, or processes the source separated material for reuse, recycling, or utilization as a
raw material or product.

Materials Management Processing and Transfer Fagcility (Transfer Station): a facility used for the
handling, storage, transfer; or processing of managed materials, and is not located at the site of
generation or disposal.of the managed materials.

Waste Diversion Center: a facility or part of a facility that is designated to receive or collect
diverted wastes.

Sample provisions for materials management facilities

All uses shall be established and maintained in accordance with all applicable State of Michigan
and federal statutes.

A uniformly finished fence or wall at least [X] feet in height shall be provided along the exposed
sides of the site. The fence height shall be great enough to screen all materials from the road
and abutting properties; and to prevent the blowing or movement of materials off-site.

All fenced-in areas shall be set back at least [X] feet from a public street or highway right-of-way
line.

Whenever the installation abuts upon property within a residential district, a buffer/transition strip
at least [X] feet in width shall be provided between the fenced-in area and the property within a
residential district. Such strip shall contain plant materials, grass, and structural screens as
required by this Ordinance.
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Garbage storage and disposal and recycling bins shall be designed to ensure no vermin or
rodent infestation.

Garbage and Dumpster Screening. If the garbage and dumpster area is not screened by an
intervening building from a perpendicular view from any public street rights-of-way or adjacent
residential zoning district then an enclosure of sufficient height to completely screen the
dumpster is required on three (3) sides of the dumpster. An enclosure gate is optional. The
height of the enclosure shall be not less than [X] feet or at least [X] feet. above the height of the
dumpster, whichever is greater. Enclosures shall meet the following standards:

1. The enclosure must be constructed of brick, decorative concrete, pressure treated or rot-
resistant wood, chain link with slats, or vinyl composite material that matches or
complements the principal building or structure. Materials not listed may be proposed
and may be considered by the [local unit of government’s] Planning Commission or
Zoning Administrator for approval with a Site Plan or Zoning Compliance Permit.

2. Enclosure gates must be constructed of salid metal or steel-reinforced wood, cedar,
chain link with slats, or vinyl composite material. If wood other than cedar is used, it must
be rated for outdoor use.
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As of July 30, 2026

Results of Public Engagement Regarding Materials Management

An overall assessment of public input over the past five years of materials management
planning efforts indicates that residents of the central Upper Peninsula support expanded
recycling opportunities and are willing to participate when services are:convenient, accessible,
and affordable. A consistent level of support for recycling-related questions in multiple planning
efforts suggests a regional consensus rather than isolated interest based on geography.

The primary barrier is the lack of available service infrastructure, particularly in rural areas.
Increasing recycling rates will likely depend more on expanding access than convincing
residents to recycle; however, education remains an.important factor in influencing people who
are not currently recycling. Public support drops when recycling is presented as an independent
cost to a household; residents are more supportive when services are marketed with their
convenience, service is bundled with existing waste collection services; and the benefits of
participation are clearly explained.

Based on public preferences and identified barriers, the strongest strategies for expansion
include:

e Expanding curbside recycling collection

o Developing more drop-offiinfrastructure

e Supporting regional partnerships and funding opportunities

o Recognizing-demand for niche materials collection

e Utilizing grant-funded investments to minimize taxpayer impacts

e Maintaining education and outreach using direct mail and social media

Alger'County Recycling Survey, 2022

In 2022, CUPPAD assisted the Alger County Recycling Committee in distributing a mailed and
online, county-wide survey on recycling preferences. 547 surveys were returned, equaling 6% of
residents. From the results, respondents indicated that Alger County residents were largely split
on the need for recycling.services, but stressed the desire for curbside recycling pickup if
service was available. 46% of respondents indicated that they currently participated in recycling
activities. 82% of respondents who currently have trash service would like to have recycling
included in that service, and 64% are willing to pay an additional cost. Lack of availability for
curbside service was cited often as a reason that people who do not currently recycle would do
so. The majority of respondents utilized the Wood Island Landfill as their recycling drop off site,
and are willing to travel about 5 miles to use it (approximately the distance of most of the
households in the greater Munising area). Those that did not participate in recycling cited a lack
of awareness (34%) of recycling options, and inconvenience (30%) of existing drop off sites. A
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number of comments addressed recent price increases for entry and limited hours at the Wood
Island facility as reasons they had discontinued recycling.

Clean UP: An Effort to Increase Recycling in the Upper Peninsula, 2022

During the development of the Alger County Recycling Survey, CUPPAD was asked to assist
participants in their NextCycle Intergovernmental Initiatives and Public-Private Partnerships
track. The Alger County Recycling Committee, Schoolcraft Conservation District, and the
Hiawatha Sportsman’s Club used the technical assistance program to discuss feasible options
for increasing recycling participation in the UP. CUPPAD collated information being developed
for another grant project into a presentation given at the Fall’2022 NexiCycle Pitch Competition
in Troy. The presentation used available information, results from recycling surveys in
Marquette and Alger Counties, and stakeholder feedback to identify that lack of education,
convenient options, distance to drop-off facilities, and limited coordination between communities
were barriers to increasing a 2% recycling rate calculated for the.entire Upper Peninsula. The
NextCycle technical assistance included events in Alger and Schoolcraft Counties with local
stakeholders, and representatives from EGLE, Michigan Recycling Coalition, and The Recycling
Partnership in attendance.

Breitung Township Master Plan Survey, 2022

Beginning in 2022, an effort was made to begin including materials management-aligned
questions in surveys conducted by CUPPAD. During the development of the Breitung Township
Master Plan, questions on interest in recycling participation were incorporated into a public
survey, with specific questions used to help the Township explore upcoming contract
development with their waste provider:41% of 569 respondents indicated that they were willing
to pay additional monthly fees for curbside recycling collection service if it was added to existing
waste collection service.

Materials Management Community Engagement Events, 2023

In 2022, CUPPAD partnered with the six counties to conduct materials management inventory
and engagement regarding potential updates to Part 115. This project included early outreach
on materials management planning in coordination with EGLE staff, and organizing local events
in early 2023 in each county to identify stakeholders, introduce materials management planning,
and identify collaboration opportunities. The resulting Central Upper Peninsula Materials
Management County Engagement Report provided a inventory and snapshot of materials
management activities available in the area, and confirmed data collected by the State for their
MegaData project.

Each of the six events included a presentation, discussion on issues and opportunities, and a
stakeholder engagement questionnaire. Throughout the events, a lack of established reportable
data was described as a major hurdle in the development of an understanding of local materials
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management issues in greater detail. 43 of 60 attendees completed the stakeholder
questionnaire, identifying cost of service, access, and education as the largest difficulties
encountered with current materials management programs. When asked, “do you know where
the recycling you collect ultimately ends up?” 44% of respondents indicated “no” opposed to
41% “yes”, highlighting a lack of education on processes. Participants identified greater
education and a lack of funding as the top needs of their county to increase the materials
capture rate.

The following deficiencies in materials management activities were identified from the inventory
and public engagement conversations:

e Large rural areas that prevent convenient access to drop-off or feasible curbside
recycling.

e Lack of governmental capacity to organize and administer expanded materials
management programs.

o Lack of a diverse set of stakeholders and regular engagement around solid
waste, recycling, and organics issues in the area.

e Lack of end markets for materials and little public visibility of use of local
materials as recycled products.

The development of the Report concluded with its presentation to.the CUPPAD Regional
Commission, and each County Board of Commissioners, outlining the opportunities for regional
collaboration in materials management planning. These boards indicated interest in multicounty
collaboration, and when the Materials Management Planning process was initiated, CUPPAD
pursued this organizing framework.

Dickinson County Conservation District;,.2023

In 2023, the Dickinson County Conservation District participated in a NextCycle
Intergovernmental Initiatives and Public Private Partnership track to examine the feasibility of
curbside recycling in its cities, and rural drop-off recycling sites. The District conducted a public
input survey, with 62% of 214 respondents indicating that they currently participated in recycling
activities. 46% of respondents identified that a lack of curbside or drop-off recycling services
prevented them from participating more. 76% of respondents indicated that they would be
willing to pay for more comprehensive recycling services than what was currently available. The
District’s feasibility study identified three drop-off sites in addition to the current County facility to
provide rural and multifamily convenient access to service.

Dickinson County Master Plan Survey, 2024

During the development of the Dickinson County Master Plan, a question on the public’s priority
for expanding recycling access was incorporated into a public input survey. Of the 241
responses, 58% of respondents indicated that Dickinson County should put a higher priority on
expanding access to recycling.
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Schoolcraft Conservation District Conservation Needs Assessment, 2024

During public input on their Conservation Needs Assessment, Schoolcraft Conservation District
asked which priorities were most important for the District to address in Schoolcraft County over
the next 5 years. Of 128 respondents, 47% indicated that recycling was one of those priorities.

Marquette County Climate Adaptation Task Force Learning Circles, 2024

The Marquette County Climate Adaption Task Force held a series_of events through 2024 called
their “Learning Circle” series on a variety of topics, one of which‘was trash and recycling. The
events brought together local stakeholders to review the local state of practice and identify
opportunities and barriers to collaborative change. The participants in the event identified that:
sustainable practices, support for infrastructure and policy investigations, governmental
involvement and collaboration, individual behavior change, and community engagement and
education were necessary to support a vision for sustainable materials management over the
next 10-25 years.

Bark River Township Master Plan, 2025

During the development of the Bark River Township Master Plan, a question on the public’s
priority for expanding recycling access was incorporated into a public input survey. Of 164
respondents, 78% indicated that the Township should placea priority on increasing the
availability of recycling, hazardous waste collection, and other waste collection programs.

Ely Township Master Plan, 2025

During the development of the Ely Township Master Plan, a question on the public’s priority for
expanding reeycling access was incorporated intoa public input survey. Of 183 respondents,
88% indicated that the Township should place a priority on increasing the availability of
recycling, hazardous waste collection, and other waste collection programs.

EscanabaTownship Master Plan, 2026

During the development of the Escanaba Township Master Plan, a question on the public’s
priority for expanding recycling access was incorporated into a public input survey. Of 204
respondents, 76% indicated that the Township should place a priority on increasing the
availability of recycling, hazardous waste collection, and other waste collection programs.

Masonville Township Master Plan, 2026

During the development of the Masonville Township Master Plan, a question on the public’s
priority for expanding recycling access was incorporated into a public input survey. Of 186
respondents, 69% indicated that the Township should place a priority on increasing the
availability of recycling, hazardous waste collection, and other waste collection programs.
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Delta County Master Plan, 2025-2026 (active)

During the development of the Delta County Master Plan, a question on the public’s priority for
expanding recycling access was incorporated into a public input survey. Of 1,060 respondents
(at time of writing), 71% indicated that the County should place a priority on increasing the
availability of recycling, hazardous waste collection, and other waste collection programs.

Menominee County Master Plan, 2026 (active)

During the development of the Menominee County Master Plan;a question on the public’s
priority for expanding recycling access was incorporated into‘a public input survey. Of 460
respondents (at time of writing), 76% indicated that the County should place a priority on
increasing the availability of recycling, hazardous waste collection, and other waste collection
programs.

Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Survey, 2025-2026 (active)

The Central Upper Peninsula Materials Management Survey was distributed to local
governments, organizations, news agencies, and identified stakeholders to gather information
and public opinion on recycling issues in the six.counties. After a slow start and overweighted
geographic distribution of responses, the results skew towards priorities in Schoolcraft County
and the greater Marquette area. The majority of the 604 respondents (at time of writing)
represent the general public (80%); providing a strong indication of community perspectives
regarding recycling, waste diversion, composting, and materials management services.

Key findings indicate that residents are generally supportive of recycling and waste diversion
efforts but face significant barriers related to.limited service availability, distance to facilities, and
lack of education-about available programs. Participation rates are highest for traditional
household recycling, while specialized recycling streams and composting opportunities
experience lower participation.

The survey suggests a strong opportunity for planning efforts focused on:
o Expanding access to recycling services.
e Increasing food waste diversion and composting opportunities.
e Improving public education and outreach.
o Developing regional partnerships and shared infrastructure.
o Addressing service gaps in rural areas where provider availability is limited.

It is important to note in the survey results that responses from Schoolcraft County came after
information related to the possible use of a countywide millage to fund a recycling program was
shared widely on social media. Some respondents used the survey as a way to communicate
opposition to the millage which may have influenced response to other questions.
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Total Responses

Respondent Type Responses Percent
General Public 486 80.46%
County/City/Township/Village 81 13.41%
Waste Management Businesses 10 1.66%
Recycling/Composting Organizations 8 1.32%
Other 19 3.15%
Total 604

Geographic Distribution

County Responses Percent
Alger 17 3.9%
Delta 35 8.1%
Dickinson 1 0.2%
Marquette 99 23.0%
Menominee 22 5.1%
Schoolcraft 256 59.5%

Jurisdiction Highest Response

Munising Township (6)
City of Escanaba (13)
Breitung Township (1)
Marquette Township (35)
City of Menominee (10)
City of Manistique (84)

Do you have regular access to any of the following? (check all that apply)

Response
Curbside Solid Waste Pickup
Curbside Recycling Pickup
Drop-off solid waste areas

Drop-off recycling areas

Responses
371
210
232
193

Percent
88.5%
50.1%
55.3%
46.0%
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What types of recycling or waste diversion do you regularly participate in? (check all that
apply)

Response Responses Percent
Household recycling 286 75.8%
Glass recycling 127 33.6%
Plastic grocery bags or film 162 42.9%
Batteries 141 37.4%
Electronics 102 27.0%
Household Hazardous Waste 99 26.2%
Medications 121 32.1%
Tires 72 19.1%
Home composting 115 30.5%
Shared composting or subscription pickup 24 6.3%
Other 65 17.2%

A majority of the “other” responses conflated household recycling with specific types of
materials (cardboard, metals).

What types of recycling or waste diversion activities are missing from your area? (short
answer)

293respondents provided an open response to this question. Common themes included:

e Lack of curbside recycling available in their area.

o Limited glass recycling opportunities.

o Lack of electronics recycling.

e More household hazardous waste collection events.
o Food waste collection and composting programs.

o Better access to specialty recycling streams.
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What is your biggest barrier to participating in recycling collection activities? (check all

that apply)

Response

Cost

Lack of service providers in my
area

Distance to drop-off sites

| don’t know enough about what
can/can’t be recycled

| don’t have a cart or bin to store
material until pickup

| don’t have enough things to
recycle

It takes too much time/effort
| don’t believe recycling works

Other

Responses
General
Public

82
164
109

49

39

38

34
31
71

Percent

22.4%

44.8%

29.7%

13.3%

10.6%

10:3%

9.2%
8.4%
19.4%

Responses
Local
Governments

13

1
12

Percent

40.0%

18.7%

18.7%

7.3%

2.4%
37.5%

A majority of the “other” responses cited lack of education and access to recycling services, or
identified that they currently did not have a barrier to recycling participation. Local government

responses to “other”indicated that they did not have a barrier to recycling participation.
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What is your biggest barrier to participating in food waste diversion/composting
activities? (check all that apply)

Responses Responses
Response General Percent Local Percent
Public Government
| don't know where the food | don't o o
need could be donated 67 19.5% 5 16.6%
| don't know what kinds of food o o
could be donated 66 19224 3 10.0%
I dor_l't know_if th(_are is a location or 112 32 6% 0 )
service provider in my area
| don't have a way tc_> store food 68 19 8% 6 20.0%
waste before collection/drop-off
| don't have room for a compost % o
bin in my yard 38 11.0% 2 6.7%
| don't knpw the ruleg for 56 16.3% 2 6.7%
composting where | live
Lgﬁ:’atllvant to create smells/attract 106 30.9% 9 30.0%
| don't have enough food waste to o o
justify the effort 79 23.0% 7 23.3%
| don't have enough information to 55 16.0% 5 16.6%
compost on my own
| don't have a garden or place
where | could use finished 54 15.7% 2 6.7%
compost
Other 77 22.4% 10 33.3%

A majority of the “other” responses identified they currently compost or did not have a barrier to
composting participation.
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Would you be willing to pay for increased access or a higher level of service for each of
the following? (check all that apply)

Response Responses Percent

| would pay more for increased access to recycling services 145 35.8%
| would pay more for increased access to organics services 54 13.3%
| would pay more for ir_10reased access to household 04 23 20,
hazardous waste services
| would pay more for increased access to mattress, furniture, o

. . . 89 21.9%
and appliance recycling services
I woulq pay more for increased access to electronic waste 89 21.9%
recycling
| would pay more for increased access to scrap tire recycling 53 13.0%
| would not pay more for increased services 206 50.8%

Which method would you find the most effective for providing recycling and waste
diversion information? (choose one preferred method)

Response Responses Percent
Mailed material 178 42.2%
Posted on.my city/township/county website 47 11.1%
In the'newspaper or on local television 40 9.5%
Posted on social media 115 27.3%
Shared at local meetings or events 18 4.2%
Other 23 5.4%

A majority of the “other” responses mentioned other types of digital media or all of the above.
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Municipal Representative Survey

While 84 respondents indicated that they represented a municipal government in answering the
first question of the survey, only 38 respondents (45%) completed any of the following
questions.

Geographic Distribution

County Responses Jurisdiction Highest Response
Alger 1 City of Munising (1)
Delta 3 N/A
Dickinson 1 City of Iron Mountain (1)
Marquette 19 Marquette County (4)
Menominee 2 City of Menominee (2)
Schoolcraft 12 Schoolcraft County (8)

Does your municipality have an ordinance regulating solid waste collection and/or
recycling activities?

Response Responses Percent
Yes 13 34.1%
No 14 36.8%
| don’tknow 11 28.9%

How important, if at all, would you say that issues related to waste collection, recycling,
waste diversion, and composting are to your community? (choose one option from each
type)

Response (indicated “very important”) Responses Percent
Waste collection 25 67.5%
Recycling collection 22 59.4%
Waste diversion 16 43.2%
Composting 7 18.9%
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How are the following types of materials management services or programs currently
provided in your jurisdiction? (choose one option from each type)

Service Type Majority Response Percent
Curbside solid waste collection for residents Tie Uur|SQ|ct|on or resident contracts 41.6%
with a private hauler)

Curbside recycling collection for residents Jurisdiction cor}:tarﬁlcet f with a private 42.4%
ACCGS?’ to a drop-off site for solid waste Offered by another organization 24.3%
collection

ACCGS?’ to a drop-off site for recycling Offered by another organization 27.7%
collection

Household hazardous waste collection Offered by another organization 40.0%
Community clean up days Run by our jurisdiction 33.3%
Electronic equipment collection Offered by another organization 54.2%
Collection or drop-off of yard waste for N o
composting Offered by another organization 32.3%
Collection or drop-off of food waste for Don't know 57 5%

composting

151



Appendix H: Public Input During MMP Development

If your municipality provides any funding support for local services, which of the
following approaches are used? (check all that apply)

Response Responses Percent
General fund contributions 9 25.0%
Special assessments 3 8.3%
User fees 14 38.8%
Dedicated millages 4 11.1%
| don’t know 10 27.7%
Other 7 19.4%

A majority of the “other” responses indicated that there. was no dedicated funding source used in
their jurisdiction.

If the following resources were available, would your jurisdiction’s government be more
likely to expand or improve recycling services, or would it not make a difference?
(choose one option from each type)

Option Majority Response Percent

Tie (may improve service or unlikely

. . . o
Additional support for local funding options to improve service) 27.2%
Availability.of local and/or regional . . o

partnerships to share resources May improve or expand service 48.4%
Technical assistance to advise us on options May improve or expand service 48.4%
Outreach and education May improve or expand service 41.8%
Grants and/or outside funding support Likely to expand service 44.1%
State-funded outreach, education, or program May improve or expand service 411%

funding
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How supportive would you be of a regional recycling authority designed to provide
hauling service from a drop-off site or transfer station in your community?

Response Responses Percent
Very supportive 12 34.2%
Somewhat supportive 16 45.7%
Not supportive 7 20.0%

Overall conclusions from survey results

The dominant barrier is lack of service availability. Expanding curbside collection, drop-off
opportunities, and regional transfer infrastructure'would address the most frequently cited
concern. Public education regarding what types of materials can be recycled and where they
can be taken is important for recycling programs; opportunities to increase education for food
donation and rescue, and individual composting practices and benefits. Municipal
representatives prioritized cooperative approaches that reduce costs and leverage shared
infrastructure; these representatives are generally better educated than the general public, but
still have gaps in service provisions available to them. Grants, state support programs, and
collaborative funding arrangements appear critical'to expanding services while minimizing
impacts on residents and local governments.
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INTERLOCALAGREEMENT TO CREATE A MULTICOUNTY MATERIALS
MANAGEMENT PLAN, DESIGNATE A PLANNING AGENCY, AND ESTABLISH A
MATERIALS MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMITTEE

Pursuant to Subpart 11 of Part 115 of the Natural Resources and Environmental
Protection Act, MCL 32411571 ef seg. (“Subpart 11™), the Counties of Alger, Delta, Dickinson,
Marquette, Menominee, and Schooleraft (collectively “Counties™) and the Central Upper
Peninsula Planning and Development Regional Commission (“CUPPAD™) enter into this
Interlocal Agreement to Create a Multicounty Materials Management Plan, Designate a Planning
Agency, and Establish a Materials Management Planning Committee (“Agreement™). The
Counties and CUPPAD are individually a “Party™ and collectively the “Parties.”

BACKGROUND

The Michigan Constitution of 1963, Article 7, Section 28 permits a political subdivision to
exercise jointly with any other political subdivision any power, privilege, or authority which such
political subdivisions share in common with each other and which each might exercise separately.

The Urban Cooperation Act of 1967, MCL 124.501 ef seq., and the Intergovernmental
Transfer of Functions and Responsibilities Act of 1967, MCL 124531 ef seq., give effect to the
Constitutional provision by providing that public agencies may enter into interlocal agreements to
carry out their respective functions, powers, and authority.

Subpart 11 requires each county to have an approved Materials Management Plan
(“MMP™) to regulate the disposition of solid waste and waste diversion activities within its county.

Each county board of commissioners, acting as County Approval Agency, may submit to
the Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (“Department™) a Notice of Intent to
prepare the MMP or be subject to an MMP developed by the Department.

Subpart 11 expressly authorizes counties (o prepare a multicounty MMP pursuant to the
Urban Cooperation Act of 1967, MCL 124,501 1o 124,512,

Counties that elect to prepare a multicounty MMP must submit a notice of intent that
mncludes a copy of any interlocal agreement identifying the process for creating a multicounty
MMP.

Among other things, counties that prepare a multcounty MMP must also select a
Designated Planning Agency and establish a Materials Management Planning Comimitiee,

Based on the foregomg, the Parties agree as follows:

1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this Agreement is to enable the Counties to create and implement a
rulticounty MMP that meets the requirements of Subpart 11 of Part 115 of Public Act 451 of
1994 (MCL 32411571 et seg.). The Designated Planning Area for the multicounty MMP will
encompass all of the municipalities within the Counties.
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II. JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AND DUTIES

To effectuate the purpose of this Apreement, the Counties agree to the joint exercise of
powers and performance of the duties imposed on county boards of commissioners, acting as
County Approval Agencies, under Subpart 11 of Part 115 of the of PA. 451 of 1994, MCL

32411571 et seq.

IIl. DESIGNATED PLANNING AGENCY

The Counties designate CUPPAD to serve as their Designated Planning Agency (“DPA™)
under MCL 324.11571(10)(a) and CUPPAD accepis such designation.

Al

Activities:

L.

Responsibilities. Acting as the DPA on behalf of the Counties, CUPPAD will
perform the following responsibilities, separated into Ongoing Activities and Planning Yearis)

Ongoing Activities

L]

Administration of a Materials Management Planning Committee (MMPC),
encompassing representation {rom the planning area and consisting of
membership outlined in MCL 324.15572. Administration activities may
include:

o Coordinating meeting times and venues

o Noticing meetings

o Tracking membership and soliciting appointments for vacancies
o Retention of records, meeting minutes, and other documents

Creation of a work program for the development of a Materials Management
Plan, to be approved by the MMPC and EGLE.

Serve as the primary government resource regarding materials management
within the planning area, including outreach and education.

Collection of reportable information including developing a base recycling
raie, a utilization rate, and regular updates to the MMPC and EGLE.
Eeporting to EGLE on plan implementation every two years.

Reviewing the Materials Management Plan with the MMPC at least every five
Years.

ldentifying enforcement actions relevant to the provisions of the Materials
Management Plan and reporting to authorities identified by the Plan.

Planning Year(s) Activities:

Preparation of the Materials Management Plan for the planning area under the
requirements of MCL 324 11578,

o Inventory of existing disposal areas and materials utilization
facilities.
o Data collection of associated tonnage produced, how much is

processed, and potential capacity for landfill and diversion.
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o Municipality-based gap analysis of current availability, geographic
coverage, transportation infrastructure, zoning, and other
ordinances.

o Goals for increasing managed material utilization and the recyeling
rate.

o County-by-county implementation strategy for actions to meet
established goals.

o Strategic planning for education and outreach.

o Document and communication retention and incorporation into
plan,

o Presentations, plan development, plan drafting, plan review with
MMPC,

* Facilitation of the municipal and public approval process, including required
notices, public hearings, public comment periods, county approval,
municipality approval, and EGLE approval.

B. Compensation. In consideration of the scope of work, timeline, and goals established by
MCL 324.115 et seq. and EGLE, for the initial Term of the Agreement, CUPPAD shall
be compensated as follows based on a three year-plan development and approval process
and ongoing activities spanning the duration of the Term.

Total due CUPPAD Per County with 6 Counties
Ongoing Activities $48,000/year $8.000/county/year
Planning Year(s) $30,000/year for 3 years £5,000/county/year for 3
Activities {Plan costs $90.000) years (Plan costs $15,000 per

County)

Additional Activilies Houtly rate Haourly rate
Total Cost First Three $78,000 / year + additional $13,000/county/year +
Years activities additional activities

CUPPAD shall be entitled to additional compensation at its hourly rate for work not
outlined in the compensation structure (e.g., lacilitation of plan amendment activities in a
non-planning year). CUPPADs compensation shall be subject to negotiation for
additional terms (beyond the first 5 years). In the event the Parties cannot reach
agreement, CUPPAD’s rates shall increase by 2% annually.

C. Invoicing. CUPPAD will invoice each county on a bi-annual basis beginning June 1,
2024, and payment is required within 45 days. A rate of 7% interest (calculated on an
Annual Percentage Rate or APR) will accrue and compound monthly for balances unpaid
beyond 45 days.

D. Effect of Withdrawal. In the event a county withdraws from this Agreement under Article
VI (Withdrawal and Termination), Sections A or B, the total amount due to CUPPAD
will be divided evenly among the remaining counties for future bi-annual payvments.
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1v.

MATERIALS MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMITTEE

Consistent with Subpart 11, the Counties establish the Central Upper Peninsula Materials
Management Planning Committee (“MMPC™). This MMPC is a permanent public body subject
to Public Act 267 of 1976, the “Open Meetings Act™ (MCL 15.261 et seq.).

A, Membership. The MMPC shall consist of the following members, as required by
MCL 324 11572(4):

1.

= &

A representative ol a solid waste disposal facility operator that provides
service in the planning arca.

A representative ol a hauler that provides service in the planning area.

A representative of a materials recovery facility operator that provides
service in the planning area.

A representative of a composting facility or anaerobic digester operator
that provides service in the planning area.

A representative ol a waste diversion, reuse, or reduction facility operator
that provides service in the planning area.

A representative of an environmental interest group that has members
residing in the planning area.

An elected official of a county in the planning area.

An elected official of a township in the planning area.

An elected official of a city or village in the planning area.

A representative ol a business that generates managed materials in the
planning area.

A representative of the regional planning agency whose territory includes
the planning area (CUPPAD).

In addition, each County to this Agreement may appoint an elected official of
their county or a municipality in their county and a representative from a business
that generates managed materials within their county. These appoiniments are
optional but encouraged.

B. Appointments. Appointments to the MMPC are assigned among the Counties based

on their respective solid waste, recyeling, and organic activily as reflected in Exhibit
A (Assigned and Optional Appointments). With the exception of the appointment of
elected officials and optional members, appointments by the respective county board
of commissioners will be based on nomination(s) {rom the DPA. If there 1s not a
suitable nomination within the boundary of the appointing County, the DPA may
nominate any representative within the Designated Planning Area. To the extent
possible, the DPA will ensure that nominations continue to match the geographic
distribution of appointments set forth in Exhibit A
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G

Terms. Inttial appointments (o the Planning Committee will consist of five-year
terms. Their immediate successors shall be appointed for 2-, 3-, 4-, or 5-year terms
such that, as nearly as possible, the same number are appointed for each term length.
Subsequently, members shall be appointed for terms of 5 years. Members may be
reappointed.

Vacancies. When a vacancy on the Planning Commitice occurs, the DPA will notify
the appropriate County of the vacancy, and, if applicable, nominate one or more
representatives that meets the requirements of the vacancy.

Removal. Planning Committee members may only be removed for incompetence,
dereliction of duty, or malfeasance, misfeasance, or nonfeasance in office.

Mileage and Per Diem. Members shall serve without compensation other than
mileage and per diem at the standard rates established and paid by the appointing
CAA for attending Planning Committee meetings, other authorized meetings, and
travel to represent the Planning Committee when requested by the appointing CAA or
a municipality within i1s jurisdiction.

Initial Meeting. Within 60 days of appointment of all committee members, the DPA
shall call the first meeting of the MMPC. At its first meeting, the MMPC shall elect a
chair and other officers as necessary or appropriate.

Quorum. A majority of the members of the MMPC constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business at a meeting of the MMPC. For purposes of establishing a
quorum, the number of members of the planning committee is the number as
established under Article [V, Section A, excluding any unfilled vacancies created in
the past 90 days and any optional appointments that a County elects not to fill.

Rules of Procedure. The MMPC shall make and adopt procedures for the conduct of
its business, including the election of officers and the length of subsequent
appointments, as outlined above.

Responsibilities. Consistent with MCL 324. 11573, the MMPC will:

Direct the DPA in the preparation of the MMP.

Review and approve the DPA’s work program under Section 11387(4).
ldentify relevant local materials management policies and priorities.
Ensure coordination in the preparation ol the MMP.

Advise counties and municipalities with respect to the MMP.

Ensure that the DPA is fulfilling the requirements of Part 115 as to both the
content of the MMP and public participation.

S e
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Authority. The MMPC’s authority 1s limited to the responsibilities set forth in Subpart
11. The MMPC shall have no authority to enter into contracts, acquire real or personal
property, borrow or commil funds, or bind the Counties to any specific course of
aclion.

V. INDIVIDUAL COUNTY RESPONSIBILITIES

As the County Approval Agency for its county, each county board of commissioners
shall:

1. File a joint Notice of Intent with the Department of Environment, Great Lakes,
and Energy with coordination from CUPPAD.

2. Within 60 days of filing the Notice of Intent
a. Make all assigned and optional appointments to the MMPC.
b. Supply the DPA with copies of any applicable policies, procedures, or

ordinances necessary for creating or implementing the MMP.

3. Provide, within a reasonable time, all approvals or denials, communications, and
documentation required by Subpart 11 of Part 115 of the Act.

4. Facilitate the DPA’s solicitation of approvals of the legislative bodies of the
municipalities within the planning area.

Additionally, each County shall:

1. Timely make all paymenis due to the DPA,
2. Timely retmburse appointed MMPC Members for mileage and per diem.

¥I. MATERIALS MANAGEMENT PLAN

Initial Plan. The Counties, acting in their capacity as County Approval Agencies, may
approve or deny the MMP. If approved, each county will submit its writien approval
or minutes of the meeting where a motion was passed to the MMPC, the DPA, and
the other counties. If rejected, a county will communicate in writing its objection and
any suggestions for changes to the MMPC, the DPA, and the other counties.

Amendments. The Counties may initiate one or more amendments to the MMP based
on a recommendation from the MMPC and submission of a Notice of Intent to the
Department of Environment Great Lakes, and Energy. The DPA shall facilitate the
amendment process and approvals.
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VIL TERM

Unless earlier terminated as provided herein, the term of this Agreement will be five (5)
years beginning June 1, 2024, This Agreement will automatically extend for four (4) additional
pertods of five (5) vears each for a total of 25 years unless a majority of the participating
Counties or the DPA gives notice to the other parties in writing at least six months prior to
expiration of the current 5-yvear term that it does not wish to continue the Agreement.

VIIIL. WITHDRAWAL & TERMINATION

A, Any county may withdraw from this Agreement by providing six (6) months
wrillen notice to the other Parties. In the event of withdrawal:

1. The withdrawing county assumes responsibility for the requirements
contained in MCL 32415571 et seqg. to include creation of a MMP,
designation of a Planning Agency, and appointment of a Planning Committee.

2. The DPA shall be entitled to receive compensation from the withdrawing
county for its full bi-annual payment, even 1f the county elects to withdraw
mid-cyele.

3. The DPA is not obligated to function as the Designated Planning Agency Tor
any county withdrawing from this Agreement,

4. The DPA will reallocate appointments to the MMPC and make appropriate
nominations.

B. In its sole discretion, the DPA may treat failure to pay a bi-annual invoice within
120 days as a voluntary withdrawal from this Agreement. Should the DPA elect to
do so, it will promptly notify all Parties and the withdrawal will go into effect
immediately prior 1o the next billing cyele. Such treatment will not relieve the
withdrawing county of its obligation to pay but will allow the DPA to reallocate
its fees among the remaining counties for the next billing cyele.

C. This Agreement will automatically terminate when only one county remains. On
termination, the remaining county may contract with the DPA or another agency
to fulfill its obligations under MCL 32415571 ef seg. and will receive a
proportionate refund for any amounts already paid based on the number of
remaining months in the billing cyele.

D. The payment obligations contained in this Article VI survive termination of this
Agreement.
IX. ASSIGNMENT

CUPPAD may assign its obligations as DPA with consent of the other Parties. Such
consent shall not unreasonably be withheld.
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X. GENERAL

AL Motices. All notices required under Subpart 11 and this Agreement shall be
delivered by first-class mail or by hand-delivery to the following:

If to the County of Alger:
County Clerk/Register of Deeds®  and
101 Court Street
Munising, M1 49862

If to the County of Delta:
County Administrator/Controller®*  and
310 Ludington Street
Escanaba, M1 49820

If to the County of Dickinson:
County Controller/Administrator®  and
PO Box 609
lron Mountain, M1 49801

If to the County of Marquette:
County Administrator® and
234 West Baraga Avenue
Marquette, MI 49833

If to the County of Menominee:
County Administrator* and
839 10" Ave
Menominee, M1 49858

If to the County of Schoolcrafi:
County Clerk*® and

310 Walnut Street
Manistique, MI 49554
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If 1o CUPPAD:
Dotty Laloye and Ryan Carrig®
CUPPAD CUPPAD
2950 College Avenue 2950 College Avenue
Escanaba, M1 49892 Escanaba, MI 49892
(906) TRE-9234 ex1. 1376 (906 280-5134
dlajovei@cuppad.org rearngcuppad. org

Or to other individuals as designated in writing by the Party from time to time.
Individuals with an asterisk following their name are also the primary point of contact for the
Party for purposes of Subpart 11 and day-to-day correspondence.

B. Amendment. This Agreement may only be amended by a written document signed
by all Parties,

C. Severability, Each provision of this Agreement must be interpreted in a way that is
valid under applicable law. If any provision is held mvalid, the rest of the Agreement will remain
in full effect.

D. Entire Apreement. This Agreement, together with Exhibit A, contains the entire
understanding between the Parties.

E. Headings. Headings preceding paragraphs in this Agreement are for reference
purposes only and may not be used to interpret this Agreement.

F. JurisdictionVenue. This Agreement is governed by the laws of the State of
Michigan. All disputes involving multiple counties shall be brought in a court of competent
Jurisdiction in the County of Marguette, Michigan. Disputes involving one county shall be
brought in a court of competent jurisdiction in that county.

G. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in separate counterparts, each of
which is deemed to be an original and all of which taken together constitute one and the same
Agreement. The execution of this Agreement by any Party hereto, and the delivery of a copy
thereof bearing an electronically scanned or facsimile signature shall be valid and enforceable
and shall, for all purposes, be treated as an original signature.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement is entered into on this 1* day of June 2024 and is
effective on execution by the CEO of CUPPAD and the Chair of the Board of Commissioners of
each County.

(SIGNATURES ON NEXT PAGE)
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CENTRAL UPPER PENINSULA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REGIONAL

COMMISSION:

Deotly. 7
Dotty LaJoye, Execélive Dirgétof

COUNTY OF ALGER:

1 fd =

Dean Seaberg, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF DELTA:

John Malnar, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF DICKINSON:

Henry Wender, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MARQUETTE:

Joseph Derocha, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MENOMINEE:

Larry Phelps, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF SCHOOLCRAFT:

Paul Walker, Chair County Board of Commissioners
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CENTRAL UPPER PENINSULA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REGIONAL
COMMISSION:

Dotty, L oye

Dotty Laloye, Execélve DiréZta?

COUNTY OF ALGER:

Dean Seaberg, Chair County Board of Commissioners
NTY OF DELTA:

/34

}v‘m Malnar, Chair County Board ol Commis§ioners

COUNTY OF DICKINSON:

Henry Wender, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MARQUETTE:

Joseph Derocha, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MENOMINEE:

Larry Phelps, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF SCHOOLCRAFT:

Paul Walker, Chair County Board of Commissioners
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CENTRAL UPPER PENINSULA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REGIONAL
COMMISSION:

Dotty Laloye

Dotty Laloye, Execéfive Dirgétc?

COUNTY OF ALGER:

Dean Seaberg, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF DELTA:

John Malnar, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY::F DICKINSON:

Henry Wender, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MARQUETTE:

Joseph Derocha, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MENOMINEE:

Larry Phelps, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF SCHOOLCRAFT:

Paul Walker, Chair County Board of Commissioners
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CENTRAL UPPER PENINSULA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REGIONAT

COMMISSION:

Dotz L aloye

Dotty Laloye, Execwlive Dirgtod

COUNTY OF ALGER:

Dean Seaberg, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF DELTA:

John Malnar, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF DICKINSON:

Henry Wender, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MARQUETTE:

N~ . . -
ha, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MENOMINEE:

Larry Phelps, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF SCHOOLCRAFT:

Paul Walker, Chair County Board of Commissioners
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CENTRAL UPPER PENINSULA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REGIONAL
COMMISSION:

Dotty Lal)oye

Dotty Laloye, Execifive Dirgéta?

COUNTY OF ALGER:

Dean Seaberg, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF DELTA:

John Malnar, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF DICKINSON:

Henry Wender, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MARQUETTE:

Joseph Derocha, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MENOMINEE:

Larry Phelps, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF SCHOOLCRAFT:

Paul Walker, Chair County Board of Commissioners
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CENTRAL UPPER PENINSULA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REGIONAL
COMMISSION:

Dotty Laloye, Executive Director

COUNTY OF ALGER:

Dean Seaberg, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF DELTA:

David Moyle, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF DICKINSON:

Henry Wender, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MARQUETTE:

Joseph Derocha, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF MENOMINEE:

Larry Phelps, Chair County Board of Commissioners

COUNTY OF SCHOOLCRAFT:

L4

Paul Walker, Chair County Board of Commissioners
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EXHIBIT A
ASSIGNED AND OPTIONAL APPOINTMENTS

Alger County shall appoint one mandatory member and may appoint two optional members:
Mandatory — An elected official of a city or village in the planning area.
Optional - An elected official of the county or a municipality in the planning area.
Optional - A representative from a business that generates managed materials within the planning

darca.

Delta County shall appoint two mandatory members and may appoint two optional members:
Mandatory - A representative of a solid waste disposal facility operator that provides service in
the planning area.

Mandatory - A representative of a hauler that provides service in the planning area.
Optional - An elected official of the county or a municipality in the planning area.
Onptional - A representative from a business that generates managed materials within the planning

drea.

Dickinson County shall appoint two mandatory members and may appoint two optional members:
Mandatory - A representative of a waste diversion, reuse, or reduction facility operator that
provides service in the planning area.

Mandatory - A representative of an environmental interest group that has members residing in the
planning area.

Optional - An elected official of the county or a municipality in the planning area.

Optional - A representative from a business that generates managed materials within the planning

drea.

Marquette County shall appoint four mandatory members and may appoint two optional members:
Mandatory - A representative of a materials recovery facility operator that provides service in the
planning area.

Mandatory - A representative of a composting facility or anaerobic digester operator that provides
service in the planning area.

Mandatory - An elected official of a township in the planning area.

Mandatory — The representative of the Regional Planning Agency (CUPPAD), who currently
resides in Marquette County.

Optional - An elected official of the county or a municipality in the planning area.

Optional - A representative from a business that generates managed materials within the planning

drea.

Menominee County shall appoint one mandatory and may appoint two optional members:
Mandatory - A representative from a business that generates managed materials within the

planning area.
Optional - An elected official of the county or a municipality in the planning area.
Optional - A representative from a business that generates managed materials within the planning

darea.

Schooleraft County may appoint two optional members:
Mandatory - An elected official of the county.
Optional - An elected official of the county or a municipality in the planning area.
Optional - A representative from a business that generates managed materials within the planning

arca.

Page 11 of 11

169



