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Introduction
lthough the philosophies, methods, and requirements have
progressed during the past 50 years, local governments have always
assumed a role in establishing how waste should be managed in
their jurisdictions. In the past, solid waste management plans were
primarily developed at the municipal level. Progressive waste

management practices and steps to protect the environment were often
dismissed as impractical. Consequently, these plans contained theory that was
rarely practiced. Local dumps dotted the landscape and served as the primary
means of disposal. Garbage collection was prevalent in urban areas, but was not
always available in rural communities. During the 1970’s and proceeding into the
1980’s, new environmental regulations at the federal level and a general concern
that the nation would run short of land disposal space turned the tide on how
Americans viewed their garbage.

In 1988, Pennsylvania instituted significant changes in municipal solid waste
management. The Municipal Waste Planning, Recycling and Waste Reduction
Act of 1988 (Act 101) dictated that plans have more tangible results. Act 101, for
the first time, shifted the authority for Municipal Waste Management to the
County. This transfer of authority away from the municipalities was intended to
give the County the ability to implement the recommendations developed in the
planning process.

The primary responsibility delegated to a county by Act 101 was to secure
sufficient disposal capacity for its waste. Contractual agreements with landfills or
other processing facilities were most frequently used to attain this goal. In
addition to the disposal concerns, Act 101 required a county to demonstrate to
what extent it could feasibly attain the state’s recycling initiative.

In 1990, Mercer County, in accordance with the provisions of Act 101, began to
develop a ten-year plan for the management of Municipal Solid Waste generated
within its boundaries. The final Plan was reviewed and ratified by the
municipalities. It was approved by the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Protection (PADEP). Finally, the Plan was adopted on December
5, 1991 by the Board of County Commissioners. The plan was amended in 1997 to
correct legal issues associated with its landfill capacity agreements. An update to
the Plan was approved on April 26, 2001.
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Obvious benefits to Mercer County have resulted from the recommendations
made in the original Plan. By securing disposal capacity in professionally
operated state of the art landfills, the County ensured its citizens fair and
equitable disposal costs and increased protection from future potential
environmental liabilities. The provision of voluntary recycling opportunities has
conserved valuable natural resources.

The current project takes an in-depth look at waste management and recycling
practices in Mercer County. The document outlines the step-wise process from
fact finding through analyses to final recommendations. It incorporates changes
in oversight and operations that have occurred since the last revision. Certain
components were revised and programs were altered to complement the current
regulatory climate and the economic resources of Mercer County.

The Plan establishes a fresh approach to the types and levels of waste
management service offerings that could be made available in the County. It also
addresses the responsibility to fund such services at the individual, municipal,
and county level. Lastly, it provides legal mechanisms to implement and enforce
the recommended changes.

BASIC ELEMENTS OF THE PLAN

To evaluate the current solid waste management practices and behaviors in
Mercer County, as well as to establish future feasible improvements, certain
waste management issues and components were considered.

WASTE STREAM ANALYSIS

The Waste Stream Analysis inventories waste stream generators, and provides
an analysis of waste based on national and regional studies and trends. The
composition of the local waste stream is used to calculate future disposal and
recovery rates. Finally, projected population trends are used to derive future
solid waste management capacity needs.

WASTE HANDLING AND DISPOSAL

The Waste Handling and Disposal component explores the County’s municipal
solid waste collection programs for residential, commercial, institutional, and
government entities. An assessment of the adequacy of collection programs for
the County’s current and future population is included. This component also
contains a detailed inventory and description of current disposal programs. Each
disposal facility is recorded along with its ownership, location, and capacity.
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Chapter 1
MunicipalWasteBasics

QUANTITIES AND COMPOSITION

o initiate a plan for the proper management of municipal solid waste,
it is crucial to gather data on the makeup of the community including
its population, housing, economic conditions and general overall
nature. Of equal importance is to identify the origin, types, and
quantities of waste produced. An understanding of attitudes,

behaviors, and current waste management practices provides the foundation
upon which meaningful improvements can be made.

This first chapter provides an overview of Mercer County and how municipal
solid waste is generated there. It discusses the sources, the volumes, and explains
in brief the categories, or streams that comprise municipal solid waste.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE COUNTY

Mercer County is located along the western border of Pennsylvania. The County
is in close proximity to Youngstown and the Mahoning Valley in Ohio and shares
in that region’s industrial roots. From the early to mid/late 20th century, forges,
foundries, mills, and fabricators attracted generations of workers and their
families to the County’s cities and boroughs. The greatest influx of people settled
in the Shenango Valley communities of Sharon, Farrell, Wheatland, and
Sharpsville. However, municipalities such as Grove City, Mercer, and Greenville
also prospered from a strong manufacturing presence. Figure 1 shows the County
and its municipalities.

In spite of its industrial heritage, Mercer County has always been categorized as
predominantly rural. Based on information from the Center for Rural
Pennsylvania, forty of the County’s municipalities are classified as rural and only
eight qualify as urban areas. In recent history, slight changes have occurred.

The decline of the steel industry in the 1970’s had a dramatic impact on the
County. The social and economic complexion of the County subsequently shifted.
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Source: US Census Bureau

The traditional population centers saw not only a loss in jobs but also in
residents. Fewer taxpayers in the cities and boroughs placed a burden on the
local governments’ abilities to provide basic
sewage treatment. While some areas of the County became distressed, others
began to prosper
development and transitioned into the City of Hermitage. A similar
phenomenon, although to a lesser degree, oc
townships. The trend to build in and move to the townships continues today.
These transitioning rural areas are now faced with the responsibility to ensure
adequate solid waste management and recycling services
of communities must be considered in the planning process.

The County Population Projections for Pennsylvania, 1990
the Pennsylvania State Data Center projects that the population in Mercer
County has not only shifted, but it is
Census Bureau, the County had a population of 120,293. That figure represents a
slight decrease from the 1990 census results. The data for 2007 shows a decrease
of nearly 3% to a total population of 116, 809. This
Data Center’s prediction. Table 1
municipality. Figure 1
of the population throughout the County.
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FIGURE 1-1 MAP OF MERCER COUNTY

The traditional population centers saw not only a loss in jobs but also in
residents. Fewer taxpayers in the cities and boroughs placed a burden on the
local governments’ abilities to provide basic services such as waste collection and

age treatment. While some areas of the County became distressed, others
began to prosper. The former Hickory Township experienced new residential
development and transitioned into the City of Hermitage. A similar
phenomenon, although to a lesser degree, occurred in the County’s other
townships. The trend to build in and move to the townships continues today.
These transitioning rural areas are now faced with the responsibility to ensure
adequate solid waste management and recycling services. The needs of al
of communities must be considered in the planning process.

County Population Projections for Pennsylvania, 1990-2030
the Pennsylvania State Data Center projects that the population in Mercer
County has not only shifted, but it is also shrinking. According to the 2000 US
Census Bureau, the County had a population of 120,293. That figure represents a
slight decrease from the 1990 census results. The data for 2007 shows a decrease
of nearly 3% to a total population of 116, 809. This information reaffirms
Data Center’s prediction. Table 1-1 shows Mercer County’s 2007 population by
municipality. Figure 1-2 and Table 1-2 illustrate the most current disbursement
of the population throughout the County.
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TABLE 1-1 MERCER 2007 POPULATION BY MUNICIPALITY

Municipality Total Population
Mercer County 116,809
Clark Borough 625
Coolspring Township 2,267
Deer Creek Township 432
Delaware Township 2,129
East Lackawannock Township 1,666
Fairview Township 995
Farrell City 5,795
Findley Township 2,288
Fredonia Borough 602
French Creek Township 772
Greene Township 1,120
Greenville Borough 6,142
Grove City Borough 7,746
Hempfield Township 3,870
Hermitage City 16,332
Jackson Township 1,320
Jackson Center Borough 209
Jamestown Borough 582
Jefferson Township 2,326
Lackawannock Township 2,473
Lake Township 747
Liberty Township 1,380
Mercer Borough 2,224
Mill Creek Township 597
New Lebanon Borough 191
New Vernon Township 539
Otter Creek Township 587
Perry Township 1,417
Pine Township 4,711
Pymatuning Township 3,584
Salem Township 770
Sandy Creek Township 836
Sandy Lake Borough 696
Sandy Lake Township 1,325
Sharon City 14,982
Sharpsville Borough 4,131
Sheakleyville Borough 152
Shenango Township 3,882
South Pymatuning Township 2,806
Springfield Township 1,953
Stoneboro Borough 1,022
Sugar Grove Township 845
West Middlesex Borough 855
West Salem Township 3,358
Wheatland Borough 700
Wilmington Township 1,239
Wolf Creek Township 770
Worth Township 819
Source:PADataCenter
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FIGURE 1-2 MERCER COUNTY POPULATION DENSITY 2007

Source Pennsylvania State Data Center
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TABLE 1-2 –MERCER HOUSING UNITS AND POPULATION DENSITY 2007

Geography Population Housing
units

Area in Square
Miles

Population per
Square Mile

Mercer County
116,809 46,712 671.8 173.9

Clark Borough 625 226 3.1 204.9
Coolspring Township 2,267 818 19.2 118.2
Deer Creek Township 432 164 14.5 29.8
Delaware Township 2,129 807 32.5 65.5
East Lackawannock Township 1,666 584 21.2 78.5
Fairview Township 995 332 18.7 53.3
Farrell City 5,795 2,508 2.3 2,476.50
Findley Township 2,288 542 21.1 108.3
Fredonia Borough 602 251 0.4 1,505.00
French Creek Township 772 279 20.7 37.3
Greene Township 1,120 459 21.9 51
Greenville Borough 6,142 2,464 2.0 3,149.70
Grove City Borough 7,746 2,572 2.7 2,923.00
Hempfield Township 3,870 1,590 14.2 273.5
Hermitage City 16,332 6,809 29.5 554.2
Jackson Township 1,320 441 17.1 77.1
Jackson Center Borough 209 87 1.1 183.3
Jamestown Borough 582 262 0.8 746.2
Jefferson Township 2,326 958 24.5 94.8
Lackawannock Township 2,473 909 20.8 119.1
Lake Township 747 234 15.9 47.1
Liberty Township 1,380 492 14.6 94.8
Mercer Borough 2,224 1,020 1.2 1,793.50
Mill Creek Township 597 239 18.9 31.5
New Lebanon Borough 191 76 1.3 149.2
New Vernon Township 539 199 15.1 35.8
Otter Creek Township 587 233 11.8 49.7
Perry Township 1,417 581 18.0 78.6
Pine Township 4,711 1,537 25.7 183.2
Pymatuning Township 3,584 1,519 16.5 217.2
Salem Township 770 291 13.3 57.8
Sandy Creek Township 836 325 15.9 52.4
Sandy Lake Borough 696 297 0.8 838.6
Sandy Lake Township 1,325 499 24.5 54.1
Sharon City 14,982 6,791 3.8 3,984.60
Sharpsville Borough 4,131 1,907 1.4 2,971.90
Sheakleyville Borough 152 64 0.2 950
Shenango Township 3,882 1,637 29.9 130
South Pymatuning Township 2,806 1,132 19.3 145.2
Springfield Township 1,953 717 27.2 71.8
Stoneboro Borough 1,022 476 2.8 366.3
Sugar Grove Township 845 363 12.3 68.8
West Middlesex Borough 855 372 1.0 900
West Salem Township 3,358 1,314 37.0 90.8
Wheatland Borough 700 350 0.9 795.5
Wilmington Township 1,239 380 13.1 94.7
Wolf Creek Township 770 281 16.6 46.3
Worth Township 819 324 24.8 33.1
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IDENTIFYING

Municipal waste is generally
daily basis. Whether we are at home, at work, at school
the community, we are likely to
Common household
may include bottles, cans, newspapers, old clothing, grass clippings, appliances,
scraps from the kitchen, furniture, junk mail, etc.

Figure 1-3 shows
municipal solid waste
and Disposal in the United States: Facts and Figures for
presented is the result of an
by the USEPA, and conducted by Franklin Associates of Kansas
in the study are based on
Previously this series of reports was titled,
Waste in the United States"
Study.” While other reports and studies have been conducted by a variety of
sources, “The Franklin Study”
characterization and composition of the national waste stream.
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IDENTIFYING MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE

is generally easy to understand because we all
Whether we are at home, at work, at school, or otherwise engaged in

the community, we are likely to encounter municipal solid waste in some f
household items, once discarded, become municipal solid waste. These

ottles, cans, newspapers, old clothing, grass clippings, appliances,
scraps from the kitchen, furniture, junk mail, etc.

3 shows on a percentage basis, the material components
municipal solid waste, according to “Municipal Waste Generation, Recycling,
and Disposal in the United States: Facts and Figures for
presented is the result of an ongoing study and series of publications, sponsored
by the USEPA, and conducted by Franklin Associates of Kansas
in the study are based on information collected from 1960 through
Previously this series of reports was titled, "Characterization of Municipal Solid
Waste in the United States" and has often been referred to as “The Franklin

While other reports and studies have been conducted by a variety of
sources, “The Franklin Study” has served as the definitive survey on the
haracterization and composition of the national waste stream.

NATIONAL AND STATE MUNICIPAL WASTE TREND

3 USEPA COMPOSITION OF MUNICIPAL WASTE GENERATED

in this figure is eventually recovered and diverted from disposal

Food scraps
12.7%

Glass 4.9%

Metals 8.4%

Other 3.3%

Paper 31.0%

Yard
trimmings

13.2%
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A statewide characterization study of solid waste being disposed in Pennsylvania
was conducted in 2001
determine the components of the
were actually disposed
waste, etc.) and paper make up the largest segments of the waste stream,
followed by inorganics, plastics,
presented in the
percentage of materials that were found in the overall waste stream in
Pennsylvania at that time

FIGURE 1-4 PADEP 2001

A percentage of each material shown in this figure

The USEPA graph shows waste generated and the PADEP graph shows waste
disposed. In order to compare the studies more accurately one must look further
into the USEPA study to determine the amount of material actually disposed. By
subtracting the material re
the percentage of each remaining material in the overall amount disposed, a
more accurate comparison of data is possible. Tables 1
results of the USEPA and PADEP surveys. Table 1
waste considered an inorganic material and Table 1
be an organic material.

Organics 34.2%
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statewide characterization study of solid waste being disposed in Pennsylvania
was conducted in 2001 for the PADEP. The purpose of the study was to

components of the Pennsylvania municipal waste stream
disposed. According to the findings, organics (food waste, yard

waste, etc.) and paper make up the largest segments of the waste stream,
followed by inorganics, plastics, metals, and glass. Figure 1-4 represents the data

the PADEP waste composition study. It shows the aggregate
percentage of materials that were found in the overall waste stream in

at that time. It differs in some respects from the national averages.

2001 COMPOSITION OF MUNICIPAL WASTE DISPOSED

in this figure has already been recovered and diverted from disposal

The USEPA graph shows waste generated and the PADEP graph shows waste
disposed. In order to compare the studies more accurately one must look further
into the USEPA study to determine the amount of material actually disposed. By
subtracting the material recovered and diverted from disposal, and calculating
the percentage of each remaining material in the overall amount disposed, a

comparison of data is possible. Tables 1-3A and 1
results of the USEPA and PADEP surveys. Table 1-3A shows materials with wood
waste considered an inorganic material and Table 1-3B considers wood waste to
be an organic material.

Glass 3.1%
Metals 5.4%

Plastics 11.3%

Inorganics 12.7%

Paper 33.3%
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TABLE 1-3A COMPARISON OF NATIONAL AND STATE MATERIALS DISPOSED

TABLE 1-3B COMPARISON OF NATIONAL AND STATE MATERIALS DISPOSED

Comparison of National and State Materials Disposed (by weight)

With Wood Waste included as organic rather than inorganic:

Material USEPA (2008 data) PADEP

Organics 32.7% 34.2%

Paper 24.3% 33.3%

Metal 7.2% 5.4%

Glass 6.1% 3.0%

Plastics 16.3% 11.3%

Inorganics 13.4% 12.8%

THE IMPACT OF RECYCLING ON DISPOSAL

The results of recycling specific materials in Pennsylvania is readily visible in
Table 1-3 A & B as metal, glass and plastics, are less prevalent in the State’s
disposed waste stream than they are at the national level. Those materials are
commonly found in municipal recycling programs due to the provisions of Act
101, the Municipal Waste Planning, Recycling, and Waste Reduction Act of 1988.
The percentages for glass, plastics, and metal could be skewed, however, by a
disproportionately higher percentage of other materials disposed. Noticeable are
the amounts of organics and paper found in Pennsylvania landfills, over 10%
higher than the national average. Across the nation, organics are often banned
from landfills and targeted for large-scale composting in other areas. Aggressive
paper and corrugated cardboard recovery programs are also implemented.

Comparison of National and State Materials Disposed (by weight)

With Wood Waste included as inorganic rather than organic:

Material USEPA (2008 data) PADEP

Organics 25.6% 34.2%

Paper 20.7% 33.3%

Metal 8.2% 5.4%

Glass 5.6% 3.0%

Plastics 16.8% 11.3%

Inorganics 23.1% 21.1%
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It is important to note that Pennsylvania’s Waste Composition Study was
conducted in 2001. Since then new methods of collecting and processing
material for recycling that allow for greater quantities of paper to be recovered
have become common. Therefore, it is likely that a study done today would show
that in areas of the State where this new technology for recycling systems has
been implemented, Pennsylvania’s figures would more closely resemble the
national trends. During the planning process, when evaluating the inclusion of
certain materials for recycling, serious consideration was given to the local
impact on collection, transporting and processing costs in Mercer County.

MERCER COUNTY’S MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES

The generators of municipal waste in Mercer County cover a broad spectrum of
candidates. At some level each of us produces certain amounts of municipal solid
waste. We generate it at our residences, commercial establishments, government
buildings, institutions, and community events. Municipal waste includes a
comprehensive list of materials, which are produced by the majority of
generators. However, there are special categories of municipal waste resulting
from select generators. It was important for the County to examine the special
needs and conditions of all of these entities as it developed the revisions to the
Plan.

RESIDENCES

The greatest quantities of municipal solid waste are generated in private
residences. Houses, condominiums, trailers, and apartment high-rises, are
locations where residential municipal solid waste is generated. USEPA and the
PADEP both estimate that on average at least 54% of municipal waste is
generated by a community’s residents. In rural areas, like most of Mercer
County, the studies show the proportion of residential waste to be even higher.
Ensuring that residents exercise proper waste management practices is crucial in
determining the livability of a community. Identifying the strengths and
weaknesses of the current municipal solid waste collection and disposal system is
an important element of the Plan.

COMMERCIAL ESTABLISHMENTS

Retailers, wholesalers, and a wide variety of service industries are considered
commercial generators of municipal waste generated in Mercer County. Office
complexes, government facilities, schools, and institutions also fall within this
category. Combined they generate an average of 46% of the municipal waste at
the national level. In Mercer County it is supposed that the proportion of
commercial waste is slightly less.
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GOVERNMENT FACILITIES

Government functions at the federal, state and local levels are conducted daily in
Mercer County. Departments, agencies, and quasi-government organizations are
located in offices and other facilities. Social services, economic development, the
military, environmental, and agricultural are all represented. The operations of
township, borough, and also county government are located in offices and other
facilities throughout the County. Police and fire departments, municipal
authorities, libraries, and even prisons are included. Table 1-4 lists the various
categories of government offices found in Mercer County.

TABLE 1-4 FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT FACILITIES

FEDERAL STATE COUNTY and LOCAL

United States Post Offices

Congressional Representatives

Armed Forces Recruiters

Army National Guard

Department of Farm Service

Fish and Wildlife Service

Social Security Administration

Liquor Stores

State Department of Highways

State Correctional Institution

Bureau of Forestry

Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation

Department of Agriculture

Department of Conservation &
Natural Resources

Department Of Labor & Industry

Department of Health

Department of Public Welfare

Driver's License Center

Pennsylvania State Police

Parks and Recreation

PA Army National Guard

Pennsylvania Higher Education
Assistance Agency

State Congressional Representatives

Mercer County Government
Agencies

Mercer County Courthouse

Mercer County Jail

Mercer County Redevelopment
Authority

County Fairgrounds

District Magistrates and Justices

Township and Borough Offices

Municipal Authority Offices
Council of Government Offices

Planning Commission

Police and Fire Departments

Public Libraries
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TABLE 1-5 MERCER COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEMS

COMMODORE PERRY DISTRICT

COMMODORE PERRY INTERMEDIATE

COMMODORE PERRY JUNIOR/SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

FARRELL AREA DISTRICT

FARRELL ELEMENTARY/LOWER MIDDLE SCHOOL

FARRELL AREA HIGH/UPPER MIDDLE SCHOOL

GREENVILLE AREA DISTRICT

HEMPFIELD PRIMARY

EASTERN INTERMEDIATE

GREENVILLE JUNIOR/SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

GROVE CITY AREA DISTRICT

GEORGE JUNIOR REPUBLIC (ALL LEVELS)

HIGHLAND PRIMARY

WASHINGTON PRIMARY

HILLVIEW INTERMEDIATE

GROVE CITY AREA MIDDLE SCHOOL

GROVE CITY AREA HIGH SCHOOL

HERMITAGE DISTRICT

ARTMAN INTERMEDIATE

HERMITAGE INTERMEDIATE

DELAHUNTY MIDDLE SCHOOL

HERMITAGE MIDDLE SCHOOL

HICKORY HIGH SCHOOL

JAMESTOWN AREA DISTRICT

JAMESTOWN AREA INTERMEDIATE

JAMESTOWN AREA JUNIOR/SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

KEYSTONE CHARTER SCHOOL

LAKEVIEW DISTRICT

OAKVIEW PRIMARY

LAKEVIEW MIDDLE SCHOOL

LAKEVIEW HIGH SCHOOL

MERCER AREA DISTRICT

MERCER ELEMENTARY INTERMEDIATE

MERCER JUNIOR/SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

REYNOLDS DISTRICT

REYNOLDS ELEMENTARY INTERMEDIATE

REYNOLDS JUNIOR/SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

SHARON CITY DISTRICT

CASE AVENUE INTERMEDIATE

MUSSER INTERMEDIATE

WEST HILL INTERMEDIATE

SHARON MIDDLE/HIGH SCHOOL

SHARPSVILLE AREA DISTRICT

SEVENTH STREET INTERMEDIATE

SOUTH PYMATUNING INTERMEDIATE

SHARPSVILLE AREA MIDDLE SCHOOL

SHARPSVILLE AREA HIGH SCHOOL

WEST MIDDLESEX AREA DISTRICT

LOWER W. LOW PRIMARY

OAKVIEW INTERMEDIATE

WEST MIDDLESEX JUNIOR/SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL
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EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Thirteen major public school districts, with facilities from primary through
secondary, represent the largest segment of educational institutions in Mercer
County. Other learning centers also exist. These include three colleges, technical
and vocational schools, and numerous private schools. Tables 1-5, 1-6, and 1-7
list by category the educational facilities within the County.

TABLE 1-6 PRIVATE SCHOOLS IN MERCER COUNTY

CALVARY CHRISTIAN ACADEMY

COUNTY LINE SCHOOL

DEER RUN AMISH SCHOOL

DUTCH LANE SCHOOL

FAIRVIEW SCHOOL

GREEN MEADOW PAROCHIAL

GROVE CITY CHRISTIAN ACADEMY

HILLTOP AMISH SCHOOL

KENNEDY CATHOLIC HIGH SCHOOL

LIVING WORLD CHRISTIAN SCHOOL

MEADOW VALLEY CHRISTIAN SCHOOL

MONSIGNOR GENO MONTI SCHOOL

NOTRE DAME SCHOOL

ORCHARD HILL SCHOOL

PILGRIM FELLOWSHIP SCHOOL

PINE HOLLOW SCHOOL

PLEASANT VIEW SCHOOL

SHADY MAPLE AMISH PAROCHIAL SCHOOL

SHENANGO VALLEY FAITH ACADEMY

ST. JOSEPH SCHOOL

ST. MICHAEL SCHOOL

STONEBORO WESLEYAN METHODIST SCHOOL

VALLEY VIEW SCHOOL

WOODLAWN SCHOOL

ZUVER SCHOOL NO. 8

TABLE 1-7 HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS IN MERCER COUNTY

COLLEGES

PENN STATE SHENANGO CAMPUS

GROVE CITY COLLEGE

THIEL COLLEGE

VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL

MERCER COUNTY AREA VOCATIONAL

TECHNICAL SCHOOL

LAUREL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE
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RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITIES

In the category of institutional generators of municipal waste, also included are
the numerous skilled nursing, personal care and assisted living facilities that are
found in the County. While these facilities produce municipal waste commonly
found in most residences, they also generate materials that require special
handling. Due to the nature of their operations, a portion of the municipal waste
generated in these facilities falls into a special category known as infectious
chemotherapeutic waste. Table 1-8 shows the residential care facilities in Mercer
County.

TABLE 1-8 MERCER PERSONAL CARE AND ASSISTED LIVING FACILITIES

CLEPPER MANOR
959 EAST STATE STREET
SHARON, PA 16146

COUNTRYSIDE CONVALESCENT HOME
8221 LAMOR ROAD
MERCER, PA 16137

ASHBY PERSONAL CARE
752 STAMBAUGH AVENUE
SHARON, PA 16146

GROVE CITY MEDICAL CENTER
631 N BROAD ST EXT
GROVE CITY, PA 16127

GROVE MANOR
435 NORTH BROAD STREET
GROVE CITY, PA 16127

GRZEJZKA’S CONNELLY HOUSE
511 B STREET
HERMITAGE, PA 16148

HOSPITALITY CARE CENTER
3726 EAST STATE STREET
HERMITAGE, PA 16148

JOHN XXIII HOME
2250 SHENANGO FREEWAY
HERMITAGE, PA 16148

CROSBY’S BOARDING HOME
371 PRINDLE STREET
SHARON, PA 16146

NUGENT CONVALESCENT HOME
500 CLARKSVILLE ROAD
HERMITAGE, PA 16148

ORCHARD MANOR, INC
20 ORCHARD DRIVE
GROVE CITY, PA 16127

KETTERINGPERSONAL CARE
374 HARRISON STREET
SHARON, PA 16146

SAINT PAUL HOMES
339 EAST JAMESTOWN ROAD
GREENVILLE, PA 16125

SHARON REGIONAL HEALTH SYSTEM
740 E. STATE STREET
SHARON, PA 16146

MAPLELEAF MANOR
80 FEDONIA ROAD
GREENVILLE, PA 16125

TRINITY LIVING CENTER
400 HILLCREST AVENUE
GROVE CITY, PA 16127

UPMC HORIZON TCC SHENANGO
2200 MEMORIAL DRIVE
FARRELL, PA 16121

RIDGEWOOD AT SHENANGO
VALLEY
ONE ELSTON WAY
HERMITAGE, PA 16148

WHITE CLIFF NURSING HOME
110 FREDONIA ROAD
GREENVILLE, PA 16125

WOODLAND PLACE
745 GREENVILLE ROAD
MERCER, PA 16137

BENTLEY HOUSE
2400 GARDEN WAY
HERMIATGE, PA 16148

JUNIPER VILLAGE AT SHENANGO INN
1330 KIMBERLY ROAD
SHARON, PA 16146

HECKATORN PERSONAL CARE
313 WEST JAMESTOWN ROAD
JAMESTOWN, PA 16134

GREYSTONE COUNTRY ESTATES
424 DELAWARE ROAD
FREDONIA, PA 16124



MERCER COUNTY MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISED 2011 PAGE 29 OF 218

MERCER COUNTY WASTE GENERATION RATES

Although data is readily available on the amount of municipal solid waste from
Mercer County, which is disposed in Pennsylvania and some Ohio landfills, the
accuracy of the information is suspect. It is known that the methods used to
record and report waste varies between Pennsylvania and Ohio facilities. It is
also known that transfer operations erroneously identify loads transported to a
landfill as the location of their facilities rather than as the origin of the waste
generation. Likewise, no accurate data is reported on the municipal waste that is
handled in other fashions. Consequently, the disposal reports cannot fully or
accurately demonstrate the amount of waste that is actually produced.

In order to calculate the total quantity of waste generated in Mercer County, one
must first determine the actual municipal solid waste generation rate. With this
information, one could determine the rates for recycling and disposal. If the
waste composition is also known, then Mercer County can be compared to other
locales and the national average. With this information, possible sources of
recyclable materials can be identified along with their potential for recovery.

In spite of the fact that approximately 75% of the population in the United States,
including Pennsylvania, resides in urban areas, 48 of the 67 Pennsylvania
counties are considered rural. Based on population density, the Center for Rural
Pennsylvania classifies Mercer County as one of those rural counties. Eight
communities in Mercer County have somewhat urban characteristics based on
demographic indicators. Approximately 52% of the population in Mercer County
resides in the urban areas. These include the Boroughs of Sharpsville, Grove City,
Wheatland and Greenville, the Cities of Farrell, Sharon, and Hermitage and
Hempfield Township. The remaining 40 municipalities are rural and have 48%
of the population.

Nationally, and statewide the average MSW generation rate for 2008 is about 0.8
tons per person per year or 4.5 lbs per person per day. The USEPA and the
PADEP both utilize this standard of measurement when no local information is
available.

A study of materials actually disposed in Pennsylvania landfills was conducted in
2001, by R.W. Beck for the PADEP. The municipal solid waste composition study
indicated that for the PADEP Northwestern Region, the average rate of
municipal solid waste disposed in 2001 was 2.84 lbs per person per day. Mercer
County is part of the Northwestern Region.
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TABLE 1-9 MSW GENERATION BY MUNICIPALITY AND SOURCE

Estimated MSW Generation by Municipality Based on Countywide Totals and National Trends

Geography Population 2009 % County
Population

MSW
Generated

Estimated
Residential

Estimated
Commercial

Mercer County 116,809 100.00% 85,271 51,162 34,108
Clark Borough 625 0.54% 456 274 183
Coolspring Township 2,267 1.94% 1,655 993 662
Deer Creek Township 432 0.37% 315 189 126
Delaware Township 2,129 1.82% 1,554 933 622
East Lackawannock Township 1,666 1.43% 1,216 730 486
Fairview Township 995 0.85% 726 436 291
Farrell City 5,795 4.96% 4,230 2,538 1,692
Findley Township 2,288 1.96% 1,670 1,002 668
Fredonia Borough 602 0.52% 439 264 176
French Creek Township 772 0.66% 564 338 225
Greene Township 1,120 0.96% 818 491 327
Greenville Borough 6,142 5.26% 4,484 2,690 1,793
Grove City Borough 7,746 6.63% 5,655 3,393 2,262
Hempfield Township 3,870 3.31% 2,825 1,695 1,130
Hermitage City 16,332 13.98% 11,922 7,153 4,769
Jackson Township 1,320 1.13% 964 578 385
Jackson Center Borough 209 0.18% 153 92 61
Jamestown Borough 582 0.50% 425 255 170
Jefferson Township 2,326 1.99% 1,698 1,019 679
Lackawannock Township 2,473 2.12% 1,805 1,083 722
Lake Township 747 0.64% 545 327 218
Liberty Township 1,380 1.18% 1,007 604 403
Mercer Borough 2,224 1.90% 1,624 974 649
Mill Creek Township 597 0.51% 436 261 174
New Lebanon Borough 191 0.16% 139 84 56
New Vernon Township 539 0.46% 393 236 157
Otter Creek Township 587 0.50% 429 257 171
Perry Township 1,417 1.21% 1,034 621 414
Pine Township 4,711 4.03% 3,439 2,063 1,376
Pymatuning Township 3,584 3.07% 2,616 1,570 1,047
Salem Township 770 0.66% 562 337 225
Sandy Creek Township 836 0.72% 610 366 244
Sandy Lake Borough 696 0.60% 508 305 203
Sandy Lake Township 1,325 1.13% 967 580 387
Sharon City 14,982 12.83% 10,937 6,562 4,375
Sharpsville Borough 4,131 3.54% 3,016 1,809 1,206
Sheakleyville Borough 152 0.13% 111 67 44
Shenango Township 3,882 3.32% 2,834 1,700 1,134
South Pymatuning Township 2,806 2.40% 2,048 1,229 819
Springfield Township 1,953 1.67% 1,426 855 570
Stoneboro Borough 1,022 0.87% 746 448 298
Sugar Grove Township 845 0.72% 617 370 247
West Middlesex Borough 855 0.73% 624 374 250
West Salem Township 3,358 2.87% 2,451 1,471 981
Wheatland Borough 700 0.60% 511 307 204
Wilmington Township 1,239 1.06% 904 543 362
Wolf Creek Township 770 0.66% 562 337 225
Worth Township 819 0.70% 598 359 239
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Using the 2008 landfill reports for the Northwestern Region it appears that the
average rate of disposal in the Northwest Region is 2.87 lbs per person per day.
Using an average recycling rate of 15%, found in similar demographic areas, the
expected diverted tons were applied to determine that the waste generation rate
for the Northwestern Region was 3.37 lbs per person per day. This figure is less
than the national and statewide average. The landfill reports do not include
waste from the region, which is exported to other states. This likely skews the
results.

In 2008, Mercer County reportedly disposed of 113,414 tons of materials
considered to be municipal waste in Pennsylvania and Ohio landfills. Based on
this information, the average disposal rate for the County was 5.47 lb per person
per day. Including an additional 10,102 tons per year of reported recyclable
material, yields a total of 123,516 tons generated and an estimated MSW
generation rate of 5.80 lbs per person per day. This figure is approximately 129%
of state and national average. To account for known errors in reporting and the
County’s rural nature, the generation rate was adjusted to 4 lb per person per
day. Table 1-9 shows the estimated waste generation per municipality based on
the County’s overall estimated rate. The estimated portion of municipal waste
projected to be generated by residents and commercial sources is illustrated.

It should be noted that the figures shown for each municipality are strictly
averages. In the more urban municipalities it is likely that the
commercial/residential split is proportionately different from in the rural
municipalities. Additionally, in some areas the generation rate per person is
probably higher than the County average and in others it will be much lower. For
instance, Hermitage has the bulk of the retail service industry for the entire
Shenango Valley and perhaps for the entire County. Therefore, it would be
expected to generate more waste and specifically more commercial waste than its
population might suggest. Yet, it is shown in the table using the average based on
the overall performance of the County.

MUNICIPAL WASTE COMPOSITION

The waste composition study also revealed that the proportion of constituents in
MSW from rural sources also differed from the average. A greater proportion of
cans, bottles and other non-combustibles were present. This result is what would
be expected if the amount of paper, yard waste, and food wastes disposed were
reduced. Table 1-10 illustrates the differences in waste composition from urban
to rural settings.

A difference in the proportion of wastes from residential and commercial sources
in rural areas was identified in the waste composition study. Statewide the ratio
was 64% residential to 36% from commercial sources. In rural areas, the ratio
was 72% to 28%. In analyzing data from Mercer County, where the population is
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52% urban and 48% rural, a ratio of 60% residential to 40% commercial was
used. The average waste generation rate in Mercer County is estimated to be 4 lb
per person per day. The quantity generated from residences is 60% of this figure,
or 2.4 lb per person per day.

TABLE 1-10 WASTE COMPOSITION IN NORTHWESTERN PENNSYLVANIA BY
DEMOGRAPHIC SECTOR

Demographic Sector

Material Urban Suburban Rural Aggregate
Paper 33.1% 27.7% 31.8% 30.9%
Plastic 11.3% 9.1% 12.1% 11.2%
Glass 2.1% 1.5% 3.6% 2.9%
Metals 4.0% 4.7% 7.2% 6.2%
Organics 38.6% 39.3% 31.4% 34.3%
Other Waste 10.9% 17.7% 14.0% 14.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Some recyclable wastes such as cardboard and office paper come primarily from
commercial sources. Others are primarily generated from residential sources.
Therefore, understanding the ratio of commercial to residential sources in
Mercer County is useful in identifying potential sources of recyclable materials
based on the unique municipal solid waste composition of each sector. A more
detailed discussion of the materials that could be recovered and the overall
economics of recycling in Mercer County can be found in Chapter 4.

CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION ACTIVITIES

Just as the name implies, Construction and Demolition waste (C&D) is generated
from construction, renovation, and demolition activities in residential,
commercial, and industrial establishments. Pennsylvania regulates C&D waste as
a subset of municipal solid waste. It is thus included in the reporting and
planning activities. The USEPA and many other states do not factor C&D
materials into their equations when calculating municipal solid waste generation
and disposal.

This portion of the municipal waste stream is highly variable. Its composition
fluctuates on a project-by-project basis. Construction and Demolition waste may
contain a conglomerate of items, which include asphalt, concrete, earth, sand,
trees, steel, brick, lumber, roofing materials, carpet remnants, dry wall, and other
similar materials. Loads bound for disposal resulting from construction activities
might also include packaging materials such as cardboard boxes, Styrofoam,
nylon or plastic strapping, pallets, etc. Although they are not generally included
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in the official definitions of C&D waste, it is not uncommon for demolition
projects to generate lead, asbestos, mercury, liquid paints and stains, pressure
treated lumber, etc. These must be removed and disposed according to practices
and regulations beyond those for C&D waste.

Although Construction and Demolition debris is generated at a steady pace year
round in warmer climates, it fluctuates on a seasonal basis in areas with harsher
winters similar to Mercer County. The state of the economy, which has an impact
on new development and construction, and remodeling, etc, plays a role
regardless of the region. The amounts from month to month and year to year are
less consistent than municipal waste as a whole. Therefore, it is much more
difficult to project generation rates and quantities for the long term. Contributing
to that difficulty is the lack of universal documented disposal activity.

In 2008, Pennsylvania reported 375 tons of C&D waste originating in Mercer
County disposed at Pennsylvania facilities. An additional 2836 tons were
reported by Ohio facilities. This represents approximately 2.71% of all reported
disposed municipal waste from Mercer County. The Annual Facility Reports
issued by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, show
17.5% of the material disposed in Pennsylvania landfills can be categorized as
C&D waste.

It is suspected that the reported figures do not represent the total amount of such
material generated in the County. Much of Mercer’s C&D waste is hauled to
Ohio. While one of the facilities did report quantities of C&D, the remainder of
the facilities may or may not accurately record C&D waste let alone Mercer
County waste. Often, loads containing C&D waste could be mixed with other
types of materials and thus could be identified as municipal waste in other states.
Out-of-state waste in Ohio may be recorded by state, but not necessarily
documented by county. In addition, much like municipal waste, some of the C&D
debris finds its way into loads managed at transfer stations.

Unlike MSW, C&D waste is not consistently collected and transported by
municipalities or through ongoing arrangements with private garbage haulers.
Much of it is handled by construction demolition contractors, or homeowners
and businesses that generate the waste. This complicates the monitoring and
tracking of disposal. It also makes it more difficult to ensure that proper disposal
occurs. Whether due to lack of awareness, regulations controlling self-haulers or
enforcement, the material does not always make its way to a proper disposal
facility. Some of the material is burned on construction sites and is never
accounted. Another common method used by homeowners and contractors is
illegal dumping. Surveys conducted by Keep Pennsylvania Beautiful throughout
Pennsylvania, including in Mercer County, document that C&D waste is a major
component of the material found at open dumpsites. This activity creates a
significant environmental pollution problem.
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Construction and Demolition material, which does not reach a landfill, is not
necessarily improperly managed or disposed. Much of brick and concrete and
other masonry materials are utilized as clean fill. Contractors also reuse doors,
windows, hardware, etc. in other project applications.

Based on all of these factors, it is impossible for a county to determine C&D
waste generation based on landfill records alone. A better source may be
construction/demolition contractors who could be required to report on waste
that they transport for disposal. In some areas the proper disposal of
construction demolition waste is tied to deposits on building permits and is
refunded when documentation is provided.

With the advent of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
Green Building Rating System, there is more demand for the proper handling of
C&D material including the recycling of many of the components. This practice
could present future opportunities for greater waste diversion in Mercer County.
Consideration of these potential solutions was part of the revision planning
process. Further discussion on this issue is provided in Chapter 5.

SPECIAL HANDLING MUNICPAL WASTE

There are certain categories of municipal waste, which are not readily identified
by the average person. These materials are managed separately because they
require special handling and treatment not common to other types of municipal
solid waste. Special handling wastes include municipal sewage sludges and waste
resulting from medical facilities.

INFECTIOUS AND CHEMOTHERAPEUTIC WASTE

Hospitals have been the primary source of Infectious and Chemotherapeutic
Waste (ICW) over the years. In recent times, however, many medical procedures
are no longer performed at hospitals or as in patient services. Outpatient medical
care has grown in popularity. Insurance requirements and cost concerns have
dictated this trend. The offices of physicians, dentists, and varying health
practitioners as well as other resident care facilities provide more technical and
complicated procedures than in the past. Therefore, significant amounts of ICW
once generated by hospital procedures have been shifted to these remote medical
facilities.

Many hospitals continue to operate incinerators or autoclave units for onsite
treatment and disposal. It is just as common however, for commercial
transporters and treatment facilities to provide these services to the hospital and
the network of outpatient facilities. Hospitals and satellite medical offices in
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Mercer County are similar to other facilities in Pennsylvania in the respect that
much, if not all, of their ICW is transported to regional processing and disposal
facilities.

TABLE 1-11 INFECTIOUS CHEMOTHERAPEUTIC WASTE SOURCES

Estimated Infectious Chemotherapeutic Waste Generation in Mercer County

Type of Facility Number of
Establishments

Estimated Annual ICW
Generation in Tons

2008

Projected Annual ICW
Generation in Tons

2018

Hospitals 6 439 491
Physicians 125 10 12
Dentists 50 5 5
Health
Practitioners

73 11 13

Dialysis Centers 3 40 45

Outpatient Care
Centers

19 3 3

Home Health
Care

9 1.39 2

Veterinary
Practitioners

13 3 3

Funeral Homes 15 1.18 1
Nursing or
Residential Care
Facilities

38 18 20

Total 351 531 595

Table 1-11 shows the estimated volume of ICW generated in Mercer County.
Transporters, treatment facilities, and medical practices are not required to
report to the County the amount of ICW generated or processed. Therefore, the
volume of waste, which is shown in Table 1-11, was calculated using the expected
rate of generation by type of facility or medical practice, documented in the
Pennsylvania Infectious and Chemotherapeutic Waste Plan, 1990.



MERCER COUNTY MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISED 2011 PAGE 36 OF 218

TABLE 1-12 PUBLIC WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS

Estimated Sludge Generation at Public Wastewater Treatment Plants in Mercer County
Geography Served by Wastewater Treatment Facility Occupied Housing Units Tons Per Year
Mercer County 46,712 11678
Clark Borough Hermitage Municipal Authority 226 56.5
Coolspring Township Coolspring Jackson Lake Latonka Joint Authority 818 204.5
Deer Creek Township 164 41
Delaware Township 807 201.75
East Lackawannock
Township

584 146

Fairview Township 332 83
Farrell City Farrell Wastewater Treatment Plant 2,508 627
Findley Township 542 135.5
Fredonia Borough Fredonia Municipal Authority 251 62.75
French Creek Township 279 69.75
Greene Township 459 114.75
Greenville Borough Greenville Sanitary Authority 2,464 616
Grove City Borough Grove City Wastewater Treatment Plant 2,572 643
Hempfield Township Greenville Sanitary Authority 1,590 397.5
Hermitage City Hermitage Municipal Authority 6,809 1702.25
Jackson Township Coolspring Jackson Lake Latonka Joint Authority 441 110.25
Jackson Center Borough Coolspring Jackson Lake Latonka Joint Authority 87 21.75
Jamestown Borough Jamestown Municipal Authority 262 65.5
Jefferson Township Hermitage Municipal Authority 958 239.5
Lackawannock Township 909 227.25
Lake Township Lakeview Joint Sewer Authority 234 58.5
Liberty Township Grove City Wastewater Treatment Plant 492 123
Mercer Borough Mercer Borough Sewage Treatment Plant 1,020 255
Mill Creek Township 239 59.75
New Lebanon Borough 76 19
New Vernon Township 199 49.75
Otter Creek Township 233 58.25
Perry Township 581 145.25
Pine Township Grove City Wastewater Treatment Plant 1,537 384.25
Pymatuning Township 1,519 379.75
Salem Township 291 72.75
Sandy Creek Township 325 81.25
Sandy Lake Borough Lakeview Joint Sewer Authority 297 74.25
Sandy Lake Township Lakeview Joint Sewer Authority 499 124.75
Sharon City Sharon Wastewater Treatment Plant 6,791 1697.75
Sharpsville Borough Sharon Wastewater Treatment Plant 1,907 476.75
Sheakleyville Borough 64 16
Shenango Township Hermitage Municipal Authority 1,637 409.25
South Pymatuning
Township

Hermitage Municipal Authority 1,132 283

Springfield Township Grove City Wastewater Treatment Plant 717 179.25
Stoneboro Borough 476 119
Sugar Grove Township 363 90.75
West Middlesex Borough Shenango Township Municipal Authority 372 93
West Salem Township West Salem Township Municipal Sewage Authority 1,314 328.5
Wheatland Borough Hermitage Municipal Authority 350 87.5
Wilmington Township 380 95
Wolf Creek Township 281 70.25



MERCER COUNTY MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISED 2011 PAGE 37 OF 218

SEPTAGE AND SEWAGE SLUDGE

Available infrastructure to collect, transport and treat sewage has developed
primarily around the urban areas of Mercer County. The 2006 Mercer County
Comprehensive Plan discusses the need to upgrade many of the existing
wastewater treatment plants (WWTP) to facilitate expansion of the collection
lines and network of services. It also speaks to the current lack of services in
many of the municipalities. Private homeowners within the remaining non-
serviced municipalities are expected to use on lot septic systems. Multi-family
dwellings, such as trailer parks and residential care facilities, as well as industrial
operations often operate private pre-treatment systems, with the sewage being
transported for final treatment at a WWTP. Similarly, septic systems are often
pumped and the septage is either land applied or transported for treatment to
these facilities.

Both the raw sewage and septage treated at WWTP’s is dewatered sufficiently to
become sewage sludge or biosolids. This end waste requires some disposal outlet.
Common methods of handling biosolids include, agricultural utilization to
fertilize crop producing fields; land reclamation to recover lands impacted by
strip mining; composting; distribution to individuals, for use as fertilizer; landfill
disposal and incineration. Biosolids Disposal in Pennsylvania, a study
conducted in 2007 by professors from the Penn State University Department of
Agriculture reports that in spite of the potential for beneficial use, most biosolids
generated in the Commonwealth continue to be disposed in landfills. Ease of
regulatory approval for this method along with general public acceptance were
purported to be the reasons for using landfills, in spite of the fact that that land
application proved to be more cost effective.

The overall amount of biosolids generated within Mercer County is estimated to
be 11,678 tons per year. A breakdown of estimated biosolids generation by
municipality is shown in Table 1-12. The estimates are based on the PADEP
publication Sewage Sludge and Septage Management in Pennsylvania, which
indicates that an average household will generate approximately .25 tons of
biosolids per year. Table 1-12 also shows which municipalities are serviced by a
specific WWTP.

COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES

Farm shows and fairs, church festivals, firemen’s carnivals, arts and crafts shows,
music concerts, and other special events bring local residents and businesses
together to celebrate and socialize. Data on waste generation trends at these
events is scarce because the nature of these events varies. The number of
participants, the location, and the types of activities must be considered. The
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availability of food and beverages, as well as the manner in which each is
prepared, packaged and served, are all-important factors that differ from event to
event. The National Solid Waste Management Association released a technical
bulletin in 1985 that listed the amount of waste generated by tourists under a
variety of conditions. The bulletin indicated that during a daylong event,
depending upon the types of refreshments and activities available at each event,
an average of 3 lbs. of waste per attendee per day can be expected. It is assumed
that most of this waste is actually generated by the vendors. Mercer County hosts
several fairs festivals and other events during the year. These include the Penn’s
Wood West Folk and Art Festival; Buhl Days; the Great Stoneboro Fair; the
Hermitage Arts Festival; the Pymatuning Pioneer and Arts Festival. A number of
smaller events also occurs throughout the year.
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Chapter 2
CurrentWasteManagementPractices

TRANSPORTATION, DISPOSAL, AND PROCESSING

nsuring disposal capacity is the primary responsibility assigned to
counties by Act 101. Typically, counties enter into contracts or
agreements with disposal facilities for this purpose. Mercer County
has utilized that approach since the development of its original Act
101 Plan in 1991.

In addition to obtaining disposal capacity assurances, Mercer County has an
interest in protecting the health and safety of its citizens. How waste is managed
factors significantly into achieving that objective. Therefore, the planning process
also focuses on implementing proper practices for the storage and collection of
municipal solid waste. This chapter outlines how each type of municipal solid
waste generated in Mercer County is currently collected, transported, and where
it is ultimately processed and disposed.

COLLECTION AND TRANSPORTATION NETWORK

Residents in every Mercer County municipality have access to waste collection
services. Approximately 35% of the municipalities secure these services for
residents through a competitive bidding process and a contractual agreement. In
the remaining communities, residents that opt to have collection services
contract directly with the hauler of their choice. Because subscribing to waste
collection is voluntary in the majority of Mercer communities, by either personal
choice or economic circumstances, many residents have no service provider.
Even in municipalities that do provide contracted services, rate structures often
inadvertently allow residents to avoid paying for collection. While individual
efforts of conservation and use of environmentally friendly alternatives might
reduce the need for waste collection, most often, the absence of collection service
signals the presence of undesirable disposal methods and environmental
pollution. The extent to which municipal waste goes uncollected or is disposed
illegally is an issue that must be examined and considered in policies resulting
from the planning process.
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Table 2-1 Waste Transporters Operating in Mercer County Service Area

Name Address PADEP

Authorization

BFI of Ohio 3870 Hendricks Road ,Youngstown, PA

Brocklehurst Drop Boxes 54 Kimberly Drive, Grove City, PA WH6404

Chester Conley 2407 MacArther Road, Jamestown , PA WH2776

Crump Hauling & Excavating 2420 Masury Road, Hubbard, OH

Griffin Excavating, Inc. 360 Sopher Road, Grove City, PA WH6792

J. Slick Hauling 451 Pearson Drive, Edinburg, PA

Jeff Reddick Roll-Off Service 2654 Sandy Lake-Grove City Rd, Stoneboro, PA WH2696

John McDowell Trucking 270 Hemlock Road, Grove City, PA WH0144

McJunkin & Sons 2064 Perry Hwy., Fredonia, PA WH7239

N.N. Moss, Inc. 150 Main Street, Greenville, PA WH8736

PA DOT District 1-4 215 North Maple Street, Mercer, PA WH4215

Phoenix Disposal 38 South Meridian Road, Youngstown, OH

Pickett’s Hauling 914 Emerson Avenue, Farrell, PA

Richard Boccia Construction 816 Robbins Avenue, Niles, OH

Richard L. Dunham 1767 Perry Hwy., Fredonia, PA WH2202

Sereday’s Hauling 7591 Warren-Sharon Road, Brookfield, OH

Stateline Roll-Off Services 239 Hillsville Road, Edinburg, PA

Thomas Construction, Inc. 310 Diamond Road, Grove City, PA WH4525

Tri County Industries 1 Landfill Road, Grove City, PA WH0618

Tri State Aggregate Supply 502 East Jamestown Road, Greenville, PA WH7418

Waste Management of Pennsylvania Morrisville, PA WH1436

Wolford’s Refuse & Recycling 175 Ohio Avenue, McDonald, OH



MERCER COUNTY MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISED 2011 PAGE 41 OF 218

MUNICIPAL WASTE TRANSPORTERS

Since 2002, all waste transportation vehicles (trucks and truck tractors with a
registered gross vehicle weight greater than 17,000 lbs., and trailers with a
registered gross vehicle weight greater than 10,000 lbs.) transporting municipal
or residual waste to waste processing or disposal facilities in Pennsylvania have
been regulated by the Waste Transportation Safety (Act 90). These qualifying
transporters must obtain Waste Transporter Authorization from the PADEP.
Haulers that transport waste to out-of-state facilities are not required to obtain
authorization. Self-haulers and haulers of small quantities of waste are also
exempted from the license. Because of this exemption, border counties like
Mercer often have a more difficult time enforcing the flow control requirements
of their solid waste management plans and tracking waste generation and
disposal trends. A County level ordinance, which include reporting requirements
, is a common solution to monitoring these smaller operators.

Table 2-1 lists the transporters of municipal waste known to be operating within
Mercer County. It is important to note that not only those who collect municipal
waste from residences and businesses are required to be licensed, but also those
who haul construction demolition debris and significant quantities of materials
from their own operations. Therefore, commercial businesses, builders,
developers, roofers and remodeling contractors fall into this category. When
compared to other counties, the list of those operators with Act 90 Waste
Transporter Authorization, as well as those who do not, appears to be small. The
list provides additional evidence that implementing some type of control at the
county level has merit. As mentioned previously, this is probably because waste
can easily be transported across the border without Act 90 constraints. Most
likely missing from the list are those that do not typically perceive themselves as
transporters of solid waste, yet regularly haul waste that they generate on the job.
Studies have shown that these same small operators are responsible for
significant amounts of illegal dumping. Without a tracking program, they are
more difficult to identify and the temptation to operate outside of the law is
greater.

DESTINATION OF MERCER COUNTY’S WASTE

Mercer County exports all of its waste for disposal. All of the municipal and
residual waste generated in Mercer County is disposed out-of-county and, much
of it, out-of-state. The County does not currently have any actively operating
disposal facilities. As a result, Mercer is totally dependent on the willingness of
other counties and states to accept its waste. The County has maintained disposal
capacity agreements with facilities outside of the County for that purpose.
However, the County does compete for capacity at each of those sites. In part, the
County entered into multiple agreements to ensure that local disposal needs
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TABLE 2- 2 DISPOSAL FACILITIES WITH EXISTING CAPACITY AGREEMENTS FOR MERCER COUNTY WASTE

Landfill Permit Volume
Daily / Av
Max

County/Municipality Address Owner/Operator

Arden Landfill 100172 2400 Chartiers Township/Washington 200 Rangos Lane
Washington, PA 15301

Waste Management
2800

Carbon Limestone Landfill CID 28726 6500 Lowellville/Mahoning (Ohio) 8100 South Stateline Road
Lowellville, OH 44436

Republic Services dba BFI of Ohio
NA

County Land Development CID 28776 NA Salem/Mahoning (Ohio) 9960 South Range Road
Salem, OH 44460

Republic Services dba BFI of Ohio

Lakeview Landfill 100329 4600 Summit/Erie 851 Robison Road
Erie, Pa 16509

Waste Management

5200

Mahoning Landfill CID 20984 2500 New Springfield/Mahoning (Ohio) 3510 Garfield Road
New Springfield, OH 44443

Waste Management

NA
Northwest Sanitary Landfill 100585 2500 Clay Township/Butler 1436 West Sunbury Rd

West Sunbury, PA 16061
Waste Management

2500

Seneca landfill 100403 3000 Jackson/Lancaster/Butler 421 Hartmann Road
Evans City, PA 16033

Vogel Inc.

3000
Valley Landfill 100280 2600 Penn Township/Westmoreland 6015 Pleasant Valley Rd

Irwin, PA 15642
Waste Management

4000
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would always be met despite the lucrative demands on landfills from out-of-state
sources. Additionally, the availability of multiple disposal sites provided for
greater competition in the local marketplace. Factors such as lower tipping fees,
accessibility, convenience, business relationships, and/or or internalization of
disposal all impact the decision of where to direct the waste by the transporter.
Lastly, utilizing multiple disposal facilities offers greater protection during
catastrophic events. Table 2-2 lists the facilities designated to receive waste
generated in Mercer County. It also shows their permit number, location,
owner/operator, and the overall daily volume that can be accepted at each site.

REPORTED DISPOSAL ACTIVITY

Pennsylvania requires facilities to report quarterly and annually the types,
amounts, and origins of wastes received for disposal. Based on current facility
reports, it is easy to track the municipal waste generated in Mercer County,
which is disposed in Pennsylvania landfills. More difficult to monitor is waste
that is transported to out-of-state facilities. While these sites may distinguish
between in state and out-of-state material, the actual county of origin is not
typically identified. Out-of state facilities that have entered into agreements with
the County to secure capacity are required to collect and report this data.
However, their ability to identify the source of waste is limited. It is suspected
that a certain amount of Mercer County municipal solid waste goes unreported
by out-of state landfills, with or without capacity contracts. That known out-of-
state haulers operate in the County without Act 90 Waste Authorization is an
indicator that waste finds its way across state lines. Additionally, it is not
uncommon for contractors and remodelers inadvertently to misidentify the true
origin of waste they haul. An ordinance at the County level, which outlines
transporter requirements, could provide greater reporting mechanisms and
accountability.

Table 2-3 illustrates the types and amounts of waste from Mercer County
reported by Pennsylvania landfills in 2008. Although information that is more
recent is available, this year was chosen as a baseline year for all data used in the
overall Plan to ensure consistency in comparative analyses. Little to no change
was observed in subsequent years; therefore, the end results do not differ. How
each of Mercer County’s designated and receiving landfills factor into the
disposal of the County’s municipal solid waste follows in a brief narrative.

ARDEN LANDFILL

Arden Landfill is owned and operated by Waste Management. The facility is
located in Chartiers Township, Washington County near Canonsburg. Although
listed as one of the landfills currently reserving disposal capacity, it reports no
waste of any type that originates in Mercer County. Arden does receive waste
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TABLE 2-3 FACILITIES REPORTING DISPOSED TONS OF MERCER COUNTY WASTE 2008

Facility Owner Permit Municipal %
MSW

Residual % RSW Sludge %
Sludge

Construction % C&D Ash
Residue

% Ash Asbestos %
Asbestos

Total Tons % Total
Tons

% of Total
MSW

Carbon
Limestone

Republic
Services

CID
28726

12103.5 10.67% 27778.03 78.00% 0.00 0.00% 2835.22 88.29% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 42716.75 27.74% 12.63%

Greentree
Landfill

Veolia
Environmental
Services

101397 0 0.00% 832.3 2.34% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 24 23.10% 856.3 0.56% 0.00%

Imperial
Landfill

Republic
Services

100620 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 6.3 1.68% 0 0.00% 79.3 76.32% 85.6 0.06% 0.01%

Lakeview
Landfill

Waste
Management

100329 10760.3 10.62% 105.5 0.30% 0 0.00% 40.9 10.88% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 10906.7 7.08% 9.13%

Northwest
Sanitary
Landfill

Waste
Management

100585 714.7 0.71% 308.4 0.87% 0 0.00% 179.9 47.86% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1203 0.78% 0.76%

Seneca
Landfill

Vogel Inc 100403 89836.3 88.67% 6587 18.50% 1672.8 100.00% 148.8 39.58% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 98244.9 63.79% 77.48%

Wayne
Township
Landfill

Clinton
County Solid
Waste
Authority

100955 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.6 0.58% 0.6 0.00% 0.00%

113414.8 35611.23 1672.8 3211.12 0 103.9 154013.85 113414.8
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from eight other Pennsylvania counties as well as from the states of Ohio and
West Virginia.

CARBON LIMESTONE LANDFILL

One of the out-of-state landfills designated to receive Mercer County municipal
waste is the Carbon Limestone Landfill. Situated just across the border near the
town of Lowellville in Mahoning County, Ohio, the facility is owned by Republic
Waste Services. However, it still does business under the corporate name
Browning Ferris Industries or BFI of Ohio. Carbon Limestone receives nearly
13% of the municipal and 78% of the residual waste generated in Mercer County.
The facility accepted 14,938 tons of the Mercer County combined municipal
waste stream. The sites accounts for over 88% of the construction demolition
waste reported as disposed in 2008. Close proximity to the County, along with
lower tipping fees in Ohio, contribute to the volume delivered to this facility by
the company’s own hauling division as well as by third party transporters

GREENTREE LANDFILL

Located in Fox Township, Elk County Veolia Environmental Services operates
the Greentree Landfill. The landfill is not currently under contract to secure
capacity nor is it designated to receive Mercer County municipal solid waste.
Therefore, only residual waste and asbestos were received at the landfill in 2008
from Mercer County. Distance to the landfill is prohibitive for direct hauls and
likely accounts for the lack of municipal waste disposed at the site from Mercer.
It is likely that Greentree could be more feasibly utilized in conjunction with a
transfer station. Forty-one counties send some type of waste to Greentree.
Nevertheless, 71% of the site’s gate capacity is consumed by out-of-state sources,
primarily New Jersey and New York.

IMPERIAL LANDFILL

Imperial Landfill is owned and operated by Republic Services. The facility is
located near Carnegie in Allegheny County. The landfill is not currently under
contract to secure capacity nor is it designated to receive Mercer County
municipal solid waste. The site did report receipt of a negligible amount of
construction demolition waste from Mercer County, 6.3 tons. The site also
reported 79.3 tons of asbestos originating in Mercer County in 2008. The landfill
is not currently designated to receive the construction demolition component of
the municipal solid waste stream as indicted in the County’s capacity
agreements. Due to the small amount reported, this could be a misdirected load
associated with the asbestos or its origin misidentified at the gate, a common
mistake.
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LAKEVIEW LANDFILL

Erie County is the host of Waste Management’s Lakeview Landfill, which is
located in Summit Township. The facility received a little more than 10% of the
combined municipal waste stream generated in Mercer County in 2008. Overall,
this represents less than 1% of the total waste received at the facility. The waste
was likely transported to the landfill via Waste Management’s transfer station
located in Mercer County in Greenville. Lakeview accepts municipal and residual
waste from ten other counties, primarily from Erie and Crawford. It also
accepted marginal amounts of waste from four other states in 2008. Lakeview
receives waste from one or more Waste Management hauling divisions as well as
from public sector and independent haulers.

MAHONING LANDFILL

Waste Management’s Mahoning Landfill is located across the Ohio border in
New Springfield, Mahoning County. The facility reported no waste received from
Mercer County in 2008.

NORTHWEST SANITARY LANDFILL

Waste Management also owns and operates the Northwest Sanitary Landfill.
This site is located in Clay Township near the town of West Sunbury in Butler
County. Less than 1% of the combined municipal solid waste stream generated in
Mercer County was disposed at this facility in 2008. Of that, nearly 175 tons was
construction demolition material. Northwest receives material primarily from
one or more of Waste Management’s hauling divisions. It also serves a variety of
small independent hauling companies.

SENECA LANDFILL

By far the largest recipient of Mercer County municipal waste is the Seneca
Landfill located in Jackson and Lancaster Townships near Zelienople and Evans
City in Butler County. The landfill, owned and operated by Vogel, Inc., reported
more than 91,000 tons of the combined municipal waste streams in 2008 and
over 6500 tons of residual waste. This represents nearly 78% of Mercer County’s
waste and approximately 25% of the total waste received at the facility in 2008.
Mercer County competes for capacity at the facility with 14 other counties.
Seneca also receives a marginal amount of waste from Ohio. Nearly all of the
material disposed at Seneca is delivered by one or more of Vogel’s hauling
divisions. Outside haulers also utilize the facility but to a lesser degree than the
company’s own fleet.
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VALLEY LANDFILL

Another Waste Management owned and operated facility, Valley Landfill is
located near Irwin in Westmoreland County. The site reported no Mercer County
waste in 2008, although it does have a capacity agreement with the County.
Distance is likely a major factor as direct haul to this facility could be cost
prohibitive.

WAYNE TOWNSHIP LANDFILL

The Clinton County Solid Waste Authority owns and operates the Wayne
Township Landfill. The facility reported less than one ton of asbestos received
from Mercer County in 2008. The facility is a considerable distance from Mercer
and would require some type of transfer operation to be considered a cost
effective destination for residential and commercial vehicles.

TRANSFER OPERATIONS

Two transfer stations are currently operating in Mercer County. These sites
receive municipal and residual waste, consolidate it into larger vehicles, and
transport it to remote disposal facilities.

TRI COUNTY INDUSTRIES

Tri County Industries is a division of Vogel Inc. This transfer station is located in
Pine/Liberty Townships near Grove City. The facility, which is on the site of the
Tri County Landfill, was opened as a temporary means to serve the Tri County
Industries’ hauling operation pending re-permitting of the landfill.
Approximately 78% of all of the municipal generated in Mercer County is
received at the facility and is currently transported to Butler County. When and if
the landfill permit is approved Mercer’s waste will likely be disposed at the site.

WASTE MANAGEMENT

The second operating transfer station in Mercer County is located in Greenville.
This facility is owned and operated by Waste Management and serves the local
Waste Management hauling division. Material from this facility is transported to
Lakeview Landfill in Erie County and Northwest Landfill in Butler County.

OTHER METHODS OF DISPOSAL

Disposal facility reports indicate that Mercer County has a slightly higher than
normal waste generation rate when compared to national trends. At face value,
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this could lead one to believe that all of Mercer County’s waste is captured.
However, other data suggests that more waste is generated in Mercer County
than is properly disposed.

When trailers from transfer operations cross the scales at a landfill, it is easy and
common for the driver and/or the weighmaster to misreport the origin of the
material as the location of the transfer station. In fact, the load could be
comprised of waste from a variety of counties, which were consolidated for
transport. Mercer County waste is known to be handled at two transfer stations
that also receive materials from other counties. It is a safe assumption that at
least a portion of the loads are erroneously credited and reported fully as Mercer
County, rather than as mixed sources. The cumulative effect likely skews
Mercer’s waste generation rates.

A review of revenues and delinquency rates in local Mercer communities with
single hauler contracts reveals that homeowners have been allowed to opt out of
collection through the simple act of non-payment. Enforcement varies from
municipality to municipality, but in general, it is weak. In more rural areas of the
County, evidence suggests that not all homeowners in the County contract
directly to have their waste removed.

Residents of rural communities often have more direct and practical methods for
dealing with household waste than do their counterparts in urban areas. While
some of these methods are environmentally acceptable, like backyard
composting, others are questionable. The following section describes some of the
less than desirable practices observed in Mercer County.

ILLEGAL DUMP SITES

Across the Commonwealth, every county is witness to the practice of illicit
dumping. The presence of illegal dumps in a county or municipality raises
significant concerns. Studies and surveys have shown that the mere existence of
dumpsites breeds more dumping. Property values, public health and safety and
the overall quality of life are all negatively affected. Commercial and residential
development is often stifled. Tourism suffers.

Illegal dumping tends to be more prevalent in rural areas where offenders can
discreetly discard unwanted items on private and public lands. However, urban
and suburban neighborhoods are not unscathed by the issue. Poor availability of
adequate waste collection services promotes illegal dumping. Allowing for
voluntary use of the services that are available can be a major contributing factor
also. Although waste collection in Mercer County is readily available and
affordable, participation is, for the most part, voluntary. Even where collection is
mandatory, enforcement is lax, leaving an opportunity for many households to
avoid proper waste handling.
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In 2005, Keep Pennsylvania Beautiful (formerly Pa CleanWays) completed a
study, which identified the location of illegal dumping sites within Mercer
County. This study is one in a series of similar projects conducted by Keep
Pennsylvania Beautiful in Pennsylvania counties. A total of 143 sites were
identified in Mercer County. A total of more than 150 tons of waste was
estimated to exist at the sites. A significant amount of the material cataloged at
the sites was regular household trash. Because comprehensive surveillance of the
entire land area of the County was not possible for this study, it is suspected that
the findings are representative of an even greater problem. This is particularly
true since at least one or more open dumpsites were identified in all of Mercer’s
municipalities.

Cleanup of illegal dumpsites often falls to public works or road crews. The cost to
local government to remove these abandoned materials is significant. Based on
statewide clean-ups conducted by Keep Pennsylvania Beautiful, it is estimated
that the cost can range from $700 to $1,000 per ton. The remedy can be costlier
in the form of property taxes than the original cost of legally disposing of these
materials. Ironically, offenders attempting to avoid waste collection and disposal
fees, still pay in the end.

Stricter ordinances for waste storage and mandatory collection of municipal
waste could eliminate a significant amount of roadside dumping. Enforcement
and prosecution for illegal dumping in conjunction with public
acknowledgement of offenders, has proven to be an effective deterrent. Many
counties use a Joint Code Enforcement Officer whose services are shared and
paid for by all municipalities. Groups like Keep Pennsylvania Beautiful and the
Shenango River Watchers provide much needed labor and resources to prevent
and remediate the damage done. Expansion and financial support of the
activities of these organizations would be beneficial.

LITTERING

A gum wrapper randomly floats to the ground. A cigarette is extinguished and
the filter remains long after the smoker has departed. The remnants of a drive-
thru lunch are tossed from an automobile window. All of these simple acts have a
lingering impact on our communities. The American State Litter Scorecard: A
Sociopolitical Inquiry into Littering and The Response Role of 50 American
States describes littering as an environmental crime that damages scenic
environments, promotes accidents, harms livestock, and fuels a breeding ground
for disease causing insects and rodents. It also lowers property values and deters
economic development. Littering is as common on the streets of Erie, Pittsburgh,
and Philadelphia as it is on the roadways of Pennsylvania’s rural counties.
Litterers are often unaware of the consequences of their behavior.
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The cumulative toll of daily littering is visible in Mercer County. The limited
availability of waste and recycling receptacles in public places can trigger littering
behavior. Bottles, cans, paper and cigarettes strewn along the roadways and
streets are often the result of, and a hindrance to, high tourist traffic. Mercer
County communities should consider anti-litter campaigns. Many communities
affiliate with Keep America Beautiful to initiate grassroots efforts in litter
prevention. They provide tool kits and turnkey programs. Education,
enforcement, and convenient disposal containers could help alleviate the issue.

OPEN BURNING

For generations of Western Pennsylvanians, the long-standing tradition of
striking a match to ignite the family's garbage has raised little concern. Most
individuals lack awareness of the environmental and health issues related to
open burning. In the past, household garbage contained primarily paper, wood,
and glass and thus, the practice was much less dangerous to one’s health. Over
the past 50 years there has been a dramatic increase in the volume of plastic and
other synthetic packaging material, which have entered the waste stream. When
burned these materials emit pollutants. According to The Evaluation of
Emissions from the Open Burning of Household Waste in Barrels: Volume 1.
Technical Report, November 1997 published by the USEPA, the levels of
emissions of toxic chemicals from a single household burn barrel are potentially
equal to those from a well-controlled municipal incinerator burning thousands of
tons.

The open burning of municipal solid waste is not condoned in Mercer County,
but it is not commonly prohibited and the practice does exist. It is more tolerated
in areas of the County with greater distances between neighbors. However, it is
not uncommon to see burn barrels and pits in the backyards of homeowners in
suburban municipalities, who not only have access to waste collection services,
but may also be mandated to recycle. The reasons for open burning vary. The
study, Open Burning in Rural Northeastern Wisconsin: An Analysis of Potential
Air Pollution examined the motivations and behaviors associated with the
burning of waste. The study found the major motivations for burning waste to be
convenience, habit, avoided cost of trash collection, timesaving by not having to
self-haul trash, and the long distance to disposal outlet. Adoption and
enforcement of burning ordinances combined with ordinances requiring
mandatory waste collection can minimize the practice.

SPECIAL HANDLING WASTES

Specialized methods of processing and disposal are required for select portions of
the municipal waste stream. These include land application of biosolids, and
thermal treatment or incineration of infectious chemotherapeutic waste.
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MANAGEMENT OF BIOSOLIDS AND RESIDENTIAL SEPTAGE

In Mercer County communities with high population densities, the infrastructure
exists to flow wastewater from residences and businesses through pipelines to
treatment facilities. According to the 2006 Mercer County Comprehensive Plan,
these systems exist in and serve the communities around Sharon, Farrell,
Hermitage, Grove City, Mercer, Greenville and Jackson. Here the wastewater
goes through a number of physical, chemical, and biological processes that clean
it and remove the solids. The results are biosolids. Biosolids are not raw sewage,
but are the nutrient-rich organic materials derived from wastewater solids that
have been stabilized to meet specific processing and quality control standards.
Biosolids often are disposed in landfills. Some biosolids are land-applied as a
fertilizer to help rejuvenate farmland, forests, and minelands.

In the absence of a public wastewater treatment system, homeowners and
business must use on-lot treatment systems. Most commonly these systems
utilize a septic tank that must be periodically emptied by a septage transporter.
Residential septage can be managed in one of two approved methods. The first
option is to transport the septage to a municipal or private wastewater treatment
facility or a septage treatment facility where it can be properly treated prior to
final disposal. Because facilities within a reasonable driving distance may not be
permitted to accept septage, this is not always a viable option. An alternative
then is to beneficially use the septage by land application at an agricultural or
reclamation site.

TABLE 2-4 SEPTAGE TRANSPORTERS OPERATING WITHIN MERCER COUNTY

Septage Service in Mercer County

Roto Rooter
137 East Shenango Street
Sharpsville, PA 16150-2215

Peterman Septic Services
26 Everbreeze Drive
Hadley, PA 16130-2836

Currie & Brown Septic Tanks
6964 East State Street,
Hermitage, PA 16148

Hockenberry & Sons Septic
620 E Main Street Ext
Grove City, PA 16127-6344

SEPTAGE TRANSPORTERS

In Pennsylvania transporters of residential septage must register with the
PADEP. Information for each load of septage that is collected and transported is
recorded by the transporter. Required information includes, at a minimum: the
county and state where the waste was collected; the name and address of the
hauler transporting the septage; the name and location of the transfer,
processing, or disposal facility where the septage has been or will be delivered;
the weight or volume of the septage; and a description of any handling problems
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or emergency disposal activities. Although a report is not filed, the information
must be made available upon request to PADEP inspectors.

Septage cleanouts are done on a periodic as needed basis. Therefore,
homeowners contact the transporter of choice. It is common for transporters to
cross county lines to provide such services. The PADEP can only identify haulers
based on their origin, not on their service area. Therefore, many counties also
require septage transporters to register their intent to operate within the county.
Table 2-4 lists those registered septage haulers known to offer services within
Mercer County.

Table 2-5 PA Infectious Chemotherapeutic Waste Transporters 2008

ADVANT-EDGE SOLUTIONS INC

927 RED TOAD RD
NORTH EAST, MD 21901

ALPHA BIO/MED SERVICES LLC

PO BOX 304
LEOLA, PA 17540-0304

BESTRANS INC

931 RED TOAD RD
NORTH EAST, MD 21901

CLEAN HARBORS ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES INC

42 LONGWATER DR
NORWELL, MA 02061

ENV WASTE MINIMIZATION INC

14 BRICK KILN CT
NORTHAMPTON, PA 18067

HEALTHCARE WASTE SOLUTIONS OF PA LLC DBA GENESIS ENV

380 LOCUST ST
IND MANOR II
MCKEESPORT, PA 15132

JPS EQUIPMENT CO

PO BOX 788
5038A WEST CHESTER PIKE
EDGEMONT, PA 19028

STERICYCLE INC

1525 CHESTNUT HILL RD
MORGANTOWN, PA 19543

UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH OF THE COMMONWEALTH SYSTEM
OF HIGHER EDUCATION

PUBLIC SAFETY BLDG FL 4
3412 FORBES AVE
PITTSBURGH, PA 15260

VEOLIA ES SOLID WASTE OF PA INC

6330 RT 219
BROCKWAY, PA 15824

WEAVERTOWN TRANSPORT LEASING INC

2 DORRINGTON RD
CARNEGIE, PA 15106

INFECTIOUS CHEMOTHERAPEUTIC WASTE MANAGEMENT

Transporters of infectious chemotherapeutic waste also fall within the ranks of
those requiring a license in Pennsylvania. A stipulation of the license is that each
transporter must report the origin and ultimate destination of the waste. Table 2-
5 shows the infectious chemotherapeutic waste transporters that are located in



MERCER COUNTY MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISED 2011 PAGE 53 OF 218

closest proximity to Mercer County or have a regional presence. Although no
infectious chemotherapeutic waste transporters are based within the County,
most companies operate within a wide service area, if not the entire state.

DISPOSAL SYSTEM CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A review of the disposal activities in Mercer County reveals some interesting
facts. The first finding is that Mercer Country is a large exporter of waste with
total reliance on facilities located in other counties and states. Waste collection,
while available, is voluntary and often avoided in lieu of less desirable practices.
Illegal dumping is still an issue, particularly in rural areas of the County.
Littering is commonly visible. Open burning is still tolerated.

Moving forward, the County should create an awareness and sensitivity of how
its current waste management practices impacts other counties and states.
Increasing the number of homes that contract for waste collection services, could
decrease open dumping and burning. Joining rural communities together for
that purpose could reduce the overall cost of waste collection. At a minimum,
municipalities should be encouraged to enact mandatory waste collection
ordinances. Existing mandates for waste collection should be more stringently
enforced.

State and County reporting systems provide a relatively accurate accounting of
disposal destinations. However, inconsistencies and lax reporting techniques still
exist. Therefore, it is suggested that the County investigate a more uniform
reporting system to retrieve information from landfills and the companies who
transport waste there for disposal.

To further improve the waste management program, it is recommended that the
County seek to increase education, and support and rekindle citizen interest in
the volunteer organizations active in litter prevention and cleaning up illegal
dumps.

Many of these recommendations along with potential methods of
implementation are discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 3
DisposalCapacityNeeds

GUARANTEES FOR THE FUTURE

n a yearly basis, landfills that are permitted to operate in
Pennsylvania must submit an Annual Operations Report to the
PADEP. The report summarizes the disposal activity that occurred
during the calendar year. In addition to documenting the total
waste received at each landfill from all sources, the report also

indicates the varied types of waste streams received for disposal along with the
origin of the waste. To determine disposal trends at the landfills designated in
the Mercer County Municipal Solid Waste Plan and to assess the degree of future
capacity assurances needed, these reports were reviewed.

As part of the report each facility calculates its “remaining available capacity.”
Although tracking and monitoring of municipal waste is typically done by the
ton, it is the density and volume of material that has impact on the life or
capacity of a landfill. Therefore, this process determines the unfilled volume of
space measured in cubic yards, which is available for disposal in the permitted
area of the landfill. What is not factored into the capacity reported is the future
potential for additional space, which may become available through permit
approvals or expansions of currently un-permitted areas of the landfill property.
Act 101 requires Mercer County to secure a portion of this “available capacity”
sufficient to handle the municipal waste originating in the County for a 10-year
period.

This chapter presents the estimated future disposal capacity required for Mercer
County. It is based on current reported disposal quantities, adjustments based on
related observations and comparisons to surrounding counties, possible future
changes in the rate of municipal solid waste generated per capita, and projected
changes in population.

DISPOSAL FACTORS

In the economic climate that exists during this planning process, there is a clear
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downward trend in tons received for most if not all of the landfills designated in
the Mercer County Municipal Waste Management Plan. It would be logical to
conclude that a number of landfills designated should have no lack of current or
future disposal capacity. On the other hand, the waste disposal industry is a
dynamic proposition. Just as volumes diminished, it is safe to assume that these
facilities will seek out new sources of waste Unforeseeable changes in
operational status, regulatory constraints, catastrophic events, windfall contracts
or economic conditions could alter those estimates and trends.

Permit modifications and renewals are not the only issues that impact the life of
a landfill. Its available capacity is affected by operational practices such as
compaction ratios; density of material received; increases in maximum daily
volumes; poor use of daily cover material; and unforeseen construction
difficulties. Each and every one of these can decrease the space available for
disposal. A shift in ownership at one or more of the landfills designated in the
Plan could also alter the utilization of the air space, and thus its availability to
Mercer County. This could be significant if the new owner had a different market
strategy or need to cater to its own internal disposal needs.

Theoretically, the intention of any operator is to maximize use of the entire
footprint of the land owned. Claims are often made that a facility has a life, which
extends beyond the existing permit. Many landfills with current disposal capacity
agreements might not be able to continue to fulfill those obligations without
expansions of their permitted areas. With changing regulatory requirements and
public views, there are no guarantees that such expansions will be approved.

When these uncertainties are considered, the County can justify seeking
additional capacity to ensure that its future needs will be protected.

PROJECTED FUTURE ANNUAL CAPACITY

The disposal needs for municipal solid waste originating in Mercer County were
estimated for the next 20 years. The projections were determined by using a
combination of information provided by the County, and common accepted
assumptions for municipal solid waste generation.

TABLE 3-1 POPULATION PROJECTIONS: 2000-2030

Pennsylvania State Data Center Population Projections: 2000-2030
April 1, 2000 July 1, 2010 July 1, 2020 July 1, 2030 % Change % Change % Change

County Census Projection Projection Projection 2000-2010 2000-2020 2000-2030
Pennsylvania 12,281,054 12,540,718 12,871,823 13,190,400 2.1 4.8 7.4

Mercer 120,293 120,047 121,376 122,967 -0.2 0.9 2.2
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Population

The Pennsylvania State Data Center at the Pennsylvania State University has
produced state and county population projections for the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. Presented in Table 3-1 are county totals from the 2000 Census and
projections for 2010 to 2030. These projections were published in 38 Pa.
Bulletin. 4721, Saturday, August 30, 2008.

Reported Disposal Quantities

For Mercer County, reported data for the year 2008 from PA DEP landfill
Annual Operations Report was used and supplemented with information
provided by Carbon Limestone Landfill in Ohio.

FUTURE WASTE GENERATION RATE

The Franklin Study commissioned by the USEPA, tracks and monitors national
municipal solid waste generation and disposal rates. In recent years, the
generation rate per capita has been about 0.85 tons/person/year with little
variation. Mercer County’s rate trends slightly higher but with little change. For
projection purposes, it was assumed that per capita generation rates will remain
unchanged.

Table 3-2 presents projected disposal capacity requirements for the years 2010
through 2030. The figures are based on a constant per capita generation rate
with adjustments due to projected population changes. For Mercer County, the
quantity is based on the estimated 2007 population.

WASTE FLOW CONTROL

The control of the waste commodity, specifically where it can be disposed, is a
debate that continues in spite of a series of legal cases and court rulings. In a
rigid interpretation and enforcement of flow control, some jurisdictions,
governmental laws or policies require waste materials to be disposed at one
designated disposal facility. Typically, this occurs when the government entity
has a vested interest in a landfill, transfer station or incinerator. Supporters
argue this to be an effective tool to ensure proper management and funding of
solid waste programs. Those in opposition see it as an artificial inflation of rates,
and an interference with free trade and interstate commerce.

A form of waste flow control has existed in the Mercer County Municipal Solid
Waste Management Plan. However, the requirements were less restrictive than
those implemented for the purpose of supporting a publicly owned facility as
described above. Mercer County directed waste transporters to use a wide variety
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TABLE 3-2 PROJECTED DISPOSAL CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS

Mercer County Projected Disposal Capacity Requirements

2010 through 2030

Year Population MSW C&D Sludge Total

2010 120,047 104,260 387 1495 106,142

2011 120,115 104,319 387 1496 106,202

2012 120,183 104,378 387 1497 106,262

2013 120,250 104,436 387 1498 106,322

2014 120,318 104,495 388 1498 106,382

2015 120,386 104,554 388 1499 106,441

2016 120,584 104,726 389 1502 106,617

2017 120,782 104,898 389 1504 106,792

2018 120,980 105,070 390 1507 106,967

2019 121,178 105,242 390 1509 107,142

2020 121,376 105,414 391 1512 107,317

2021 121,586 105,597 392 1514 107,503

2022 121,797 105,780 392 1517 107,689

2023 122,007 105,962 393 1520 107,875

2024 122,218 106,145 394 1522 108,061

2025 122,428 106,328 395 1525 108,247

2026 122,536 106,421 395 1526 108,342

2027 122,644 106,515 395 1527 108,438

2028 122,751 106,609 396 1529 108,533

2029 122,859 106,702 396 1530 108,628

2030 122,967 106,796 396 1531 108,724





MERCER COUNTY MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISED 2011 PAGE 59 OF 218

IMPACT OF RESIDUAL WASTE AND OUT-OF-STATE
WASTE ON CAPACITY

Other than those landfills operating in Ohio, out-of-state waste does not
contribute significantly to the overall volume accepted for disposal at the landfills
currently designated in Mercer County’s Municipal Solid Waste Management
Plan. Although the network of Interstate Highways in Western Pennsylvania
provides easy access and Constitutional support for Interstate Commerce makes
it more difficult for states to enact legislation controlling the flow of waste from
outside its boundaries, material exported from continuous states is not a market
factor at this time.

A steady decline in the volumes of out-of-state waste disposed has been realized
throughout the Commonwealth. A change in modes of transportation now used
by many of the largest waste exporting states; the cumulative negative impact of
state fees on the affordability of airspace in our region; and the current state of
the economy have contributed to that decline. Nevertheless, it is still prudent to
consider that, even if it is at a lesser rate, out-of-state waste could occupy
airspace now thought available to the County.

Non-municipal waste streams from Mercer County and outside sources also
compete for disposal capacity. Mercer County has a strong industrial heritage.
Although the types and number of manufacturers are different than historically
realized in the County industries still produce notable quantities of waste or
residues from the manufacturing process. Residual waste from Mercer as well as
from other counties is accepted at each facility designated in the Plan in
significant quantities.

On any given day, a fluctuation in the amount of residual waste transported to a
facility, especially from remediation projects, could diminish the permitted daily
volume available for Mercer County’s Municipal Waste.

REQUESTING FUTURE DISPOSAL OR PROCESSING
CAPACITY

From analyses of conditions, it was determined that the County should advertise
and accept proposal’s from facilities for additional disposal capacity. The PADEP
was notified of the County’s determination and a formal request was advertised
nationally in the industry trade journal, Waste and Recycling News in the July
19, 2010 issue. Proposals were solicited. Figure 3-1 shows the public notification.
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Chapter 4
StatusofMercerCountyRecycling

CHALLENGES AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS

he methods of collection and processing have advanced and the
variety of materials recovered has expanded but the purpose for
recycling remains as basic as ever. Recycling has been an important
element in the overall waste management schematic for Mercer
County for decades. Waste diversion is practiced by residents,

businesses, and government agencies. Recycling is one thing that the average
citizen can do that has a direct impact on the conservation of energy, natural
resources, pollution prevention, and climate change. It also creates jobs and
reduces the costs of manufacturing.

This chapter describes Mercer County’s recycling accomplishments. It
acknowledges those entities from both the private and public sectors that are
involved in the provision of recycling services. Also explored are the constraints
often encountered in the development and implementation of a rural recycling
operation. The current performance of the recycling activities and a comparison
to national and state trends is included. Issues that must be considered in the
development of cost effective collection programs are also discussed.

COMPLYING WITH STATE RECYCLING MANDATES

In Mercer County, several municipalities with certain levels of population and
density are required by the Municipal Waste Planning, Recycling and Waste
Reduction Act (Act 101) to implement a recycling program. Each of these
municipalities must adopt ordinances that include provisions for mandatory
recycling by residents and commercial establishments, as well as mandatory
waste collection. These include the Cities of Sharon, Farrell, Hermitage, the
Boroughs of Greenville and Grove City All recycling programs and activities
implemented at the County level and in other municipalities are strictly
voluntary and are not required by law.
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AN OVERVIEW OF CONDITIONS

The opportunity to recycle in Mercer County does exist. For some it requires the
simple effort of segregating certain materials otherwise bound for disposal and
placing all the recyclables together in a bin or cart for collection at the curb. For
others, it requires segregating the materials, sorting them by categories and
transporting them to a near-by drop-off collection site. Still others have more
limited access and must travel greater distances to find outlets for their
segregated materials. Material from these areas flows to traditional scrap yards;
is transported to remote drop-off sites in other municipalities, or due to the
constraints of time and distance most frequently is disposed. A commonality
observed in all instances is that, given the convenient opportunity, residents of
Mercer County will recycle and when there are obstacles they will not. These
same conclusions are well documented in rural recycling programs throughout
the nation.

A local citizenry’s willingness to pay, whether via taxes, direct or indirect fees, is
an equally strong determining factor in their desire to recycle. Additionally, for
elected officials a tax base, which is already overwhelmed by the demands of
failing infrastructures and other social services, the monies available to subsidize
recycling programs for local residents is reduced. Therefore, not only
convenience but also affordability is necessary in such programs. Labor, time,
money and equipment are all necessary components that must be taken into
account when developing programs in Mercer County.

FEASIBILITY OF RURAL RECYCLING

The viability of recycling in a rural community is an often-debated issue. Studies
have been conducted to explore that issue. Elements commonly evaluated
include program design, public attitudes, education and of course cost
effectiveness. The conclusions confirm with cautionary statements that rural
recycling is feasible provided that the types and sources of funding available are
commensurate with the program structure. Additionally, the program must be
user friendly. Findings from three of those studies are summarized here.

The first study deals primarily with how and why certain people utilize a
recycling program, while others do not. It offers insight into conditions that
would make Mercer County programs most effective. The Effects of Behavior
and Attitudes on Drop-off Recycling Activities published in January 2010 in
Resources, Conservation and Recycling outlines the results of a recent study on
the profile of people who utilize drop-off recycling sites. It also analyzes the
factors influencing their site usage. It does not evaluate direct costs or other
economic factors.
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The study concluded that convenience and familiarity with the location were of
prime importance. An interesting finding was that in communities where people
perceived recycling to be a social norm usage was higher. It infers that targeted
and effective education campaigns can create peer pressure sufficient to drive
others to recycle. Interestingly, the study found that beliefs about the
environmental effects of recycling were not significantly related to the degree of
participation and use of the program.

The second study, Case Studies in Rural Solid Waste Recycling was conducted
in 1987 for the Ford Foundation by the Minnesota Project, a community
development organization based in St. Paul, Minnesota. The third study
Recycling Programs: Attitudes, Costs, and Designs was prepared for the Rural
Economic Analysis Program (REAP) at Virginia Polytechnic Institute was
prepared in 1997.

The Virginia study examined several rural counties, which were mandated to
recycle by state laws. The Minnesota project investigated random rural programs
that had been operating in six states for 5 to 15 years. A more practical and
pragmatic approach to evaluating cost factors was taken by the Virginia
Polytechnic Institute. Aside from direct and obvious costs, researches also took
into consideration implicit costs such as the time and effort to sort and prepare
materials, the expense of gas to transport materials to a collection site, etc. These
real costs are often ignored in a comparative cost analysis of curbside and drop-
off programs. The Ford Foundation’s study relied heavily on the avoided cost of
disposal to determine the economic feasibility of the programs. Although it did
not include in its calculations other avoided costs, such as clean up of illegal
dumping, it did recognize them as influencing factors.

Despite the varied methods and approaches used by the researchers, certain
commonalities were evident in the two studies that focused more on economic
factors. A combined sampling of the conclusions offered in those research
projects follows. In evaluating the current recycling opportunities available in
Mercer County, as well as planning for future enhancements to the program, the
findings of these studies should be considered.

1) First and foremost the studies stressed the need to communicate that recycling
is not free and that residents ultimately pay those costs. The risk of financial
shortfalls and need for local subsidies, whether through user fees, taxes, or
other mechanisms must be made clear.

2) Making citizens aware of all of the costs associated with a recycling program
was deemed essential. An understanding of high implicit costs (personal time,
storage space, inconvenience, fuel,) can sway the public into opting for the
higher direct cost of a curbside collection program over the indirect costs
associated with a drop-off program.
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3) Programs were deemed more successful when the unit of government
responsible for waste collection and disposal was also the one designated with
the responsibility for recycling. In other words, in states like Pennsylvania
where municipal code delegates that authority to local municipalities, it makes
sense to include recycling service as part of their waste collection contracts, or
in subscription areas as a mandate in their ordinances, etc. The greatest success
was seen when curbside collection of waste is accompanied by curbside
collection of recyclables; or in remote rural areas drop-off convenience centers
collect both waste and recyclables.

4) It was recommended that these services should be treated as a public utility, like
sewage and water and should be similarly billed either by the municipality or
the service provider.

5) Connecting the cost of disposal to the benefits of recycling using pay as you
throw programs (PAYT) was suggested as a means to control costs and increase
participation.

6) Public education and awareness campaigns were stressed to increase
acceptance of policies, procedures, and the willingness to pay.

It is important to note that both of the economic focused studies were conducted
prior to the advent of current technologies that have increased the efficiencies
and reduced the cost of rural recycling. Split body vehicles now allow for co-
collection of waste and recyclables in the same vehicle and reduce the number of
vehicles necessary to service the same collection route. Single stream recycling
currently enables all materials to be collected together without the need for
separate vehicle compartments and excessive sorting by residents. This can
extend the length of a route and in some instances the frequency of drop-off
and/or curbside collection. Automated collection, whether full or semi, more
commonly provides for the use of larger carts that reduce the frequency of
curbside collection. Nevertheless, even without the availability of those
advantages, both studies found that rural recycling could be implemented and
that costs could be controlled. These technologies are available throughout
Mercer County from many service providers and could make a difference in
extending recycling to those areas once thought unserviceable.

PAST CHALLENGES AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES

Recycling services and activities have evolved since the 2000 revision to the
Mercer County Municipal Solid Waste Management Plan. At that time, many
municipal programs either were out of compliance or out-dated in their
approaches. Programs were completely lacking in some cases. The idea of a
countywide collection system was in the incubator stage. Some of those
conditions still exist today. Many others have seen significant improvements.


