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SUBJECT/TITLE
Universal mandatory garbage collection

SPONSOR
Representative Greg Stumbo

MANDATE SUMMARY

Unit of Government:
X
City;
X
County;
X
Urban County Government

Program/

Office(s) Impacted:
 Local government waste management systems

Requirement:
X
Mandatory

Optional

Effect on

Powers & Duties
X
Modifies Existing

Adds New

Eliminates Existing

PURPOSE/MECHANICS

HB 183/HCS places an "environmental impact fee" on beverage cups and containers sold in the state, with money generated aimed at helping the state and counties clean up illegal dumps, close old landfills, an enact garbage disposal and recycling efforts.

FISCAL EXPLANATION/BILL PROVISIONS
ESTIMATED COST

The fiscal impact on HB 183/HCS on local governments is indeterminable.  The measure sets up an environmental impact fund made up of moneys generated from a fee assessed on various types of beverage cups and containers sold at retail establishments.  It is unknown how much money would be generated for the fund.  The money would be apportioned in this manner:

SYMBOL 214 \f "Symbol"  The first $1 million would go to the state Environmental Education Council.

SYMBOL 214 \f "Symbol"  The next $2.5 million would go to the Kentucky Infrastructure Authority for debt service on bonds to provide loans for abandoned landfill clean-up.

SYMBOL 214 \f "Symbol"  The next $2.5 million would be retained by the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet to fund statewide clean-up of illegal open dumps.

SYMBOL 214 \f "Symbol"  The balance of funds up to $30 million would go to counties for clean-up of litter on roadways.  (In this instance, money would be allocated based on rural population, road mileage and population ratio.  Apparently, larger counties would get the most money, although some smaller counties may get more than other larger ones by virtue of their road miles.)

SYMBOL 214 \f "Symbol"  Of the next $30 million collected, $2.5 million each would go to new programs called the Kentucky Commonwealth Litter Education Action Network (KY-CLEAN) and the Solid Waste Education and Awareness Program (SWEAP).

SYMBOL 214 \f "Symbol"  The balance of collected fundsSYMBOL 190 \f "Symbol"to be appropriated under the population-road formula described aboveSYMBOL 190 \f "Symbol"would go to counties for solid waste collection, promoting recycling and for illegal dump clean-up, provided counties make progress toward achieving solid waste collection benchmarks of 85 and 90 percent over a three- and five-year span.  Counties also would need to conduct periodic road clean-ups.

This measure has a funding source, something that county officials have said is important if they are required to resolve their litter problems and pick up household garbage.  This bill would set up a mechanism to obtain interest-free loans to permanently close abandoned and unused landfills.  That would be helpful for those counties required to spend money to close their unused landfills.  Also, money retained by the cabinet to clean up illegal dumps would help individual counties to some degree because they are currently having to eradicate those.

The bill requires counties to established relationships with KY-CLEAN and SWEAP.  KY-CLEAN would function as the state program responsible for coordinating anti-litter efforts through research, education, training, technical assistance, media campaigns and local strategies.  KY-CLEAN is to "identify and coordinate services among local and state agencies," "assure the availability of training, technical assistance, and consultation to local service providers," and  "establish a mechanism to coordinate the distribution of funds to support any local prevention and education program" based on an anti-littering strategic plan.  Under the legislation, KY-CLEAN, in cooperation with a county or solid waste district, may establish a litter control and prevention advisory and coordination council in each county "to assist in planning, overseeing, and coordinating the implementation of local programs related to litter control and prevention."

KY-CLEAN would review and comment on the litter control and abatement aspects of counties' solid waste management plans.  This review could require some administrative work on the part of counties or county solid waste coordinators.  There could be some costs associated with bringing the plans up to par.  In addition, counties or solid waste districts are to report annually to the KY-CLEAN.  The bill mentions "incentives" to encourage requests for  the establishment of multicounty advisory and coordination councils.  It is uncertain what specific amounts of funding would be available for local governments to undertake anti-litter efforts, although anti-litter programs would be in line for grants.

Moneys appropriated to SWEAP would be used to educate citizens about solid waste issues, waste reduction, recycling and litter prevention.  Under the measure, SWEAP funds would be distributed to counties based on a formula of 60 cents per person.  For example, a county with a population of 50,000 in the most recent census could receive up to $30,000.  But the funds distribution would not be without some potential cost considerations.  Those considerations include whether a county has a solid waste coordinator.  According to the state Division of Waste Management, 111 counties have a solid waste coordinator, although some are part-time.  Thus, apparently counties without a solid waste coordinator would have to have one employed to receive any SWEAP moneys.  To receive SWEAP funds, counties also may have to match up to 25 percent of funds sought.  A total of 10 percent of that match would be dollar-for-dollar and the remainder through in-kind contributions.  That would amount to $3,000 in local funding, plus $4,500 made up of in-kind contributions in the case of the county of 50,000 people that seeks maximum funding.  Counties also would be required, as with other grants, to establish a line item in their budget to account for SWEAP moneys received.
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