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Solid Waste Management Districts

• All counties must be in one

• Can be single or multi-

county

• 88 counties currently 

organized into 52 SWMDs

15 multi-county

37 single county



Solid Waste Management Districts

Main Responsibility:  Develop and implement a solid 
waste plan to:

• meet the goals of the state plan;

• manage all waste generated in the member 
counties; and,

• divert waste from landfills.

SWMDs typically funded by disposal and generation fees

SWMDs typically:
– Implement or fund recycling programs (i.e. curbside collection)

– Sponsor HHW/tire collection

– Fund health departments

– Recycling education activities



Solid Waste Management Plan

A SWMD’s strategic plan for:

Achieving the goals of the state plan

Ensuring safe management of solid waste

Two most important:

- Infrastructure goal

– Percentage goal



Goal 1 - Infrastructure

• For purposes of this discussion, infrastructure 
means:

Drop-off recycling locations

Curbside recycling programs

http://rds.yahoo.com/_ylt=A0WTefXu9SJJcCIBu0qJzbkF;_ylu=X3oDMTBxbDM2bnM0BHBvcwMxOQRzZWMDc3IEdnRpZANJOTk5Xzcz/SIG=1hv5ecu6p/EXP=1227114350/**http:/images.search.yahoo.com/images/view?back=http://images.search.yahoo.com/search/images?p=curbside+recycling+bin&fr=yfp-t-501&ei=utf-8&x=wrt&w=185&h=201&imgurl=www.co.ho.md.us/DPW/DPWImages/Recycle Bin Full.bmp&rurl=http://www.co.ho.md.us/DPW/recycling.htm&size=109.2kB&name=Recycle+Bin+Full.bmp&p=curbside+recycling+bin&type=bmp&oid=d9bb90a74bf3ecf0&no=19&tt=107&sigr=1180kfp96&sigi=11mlnn9vh&sigb=131stuphs


Goal 2 – Waste Reduction/Recycling Rates
(i.e. Percentage Goal)

Ohio measures diversion from

landfills

 Is NOT same as a recycling rate

 Includes recycling, volume reduction, 
composting, land application, etc.



Format as a Planning Tool

Provides a “module” for strategic analyses

 Structure for strategic analysis of programs and factors

 SWMDs will perform 14 analyses (mini studies)

 Leads the SWMD through a holistic review

 Format provides LOTS of prompts for things to consider 



Format as a Planning Tool

Purposes of Analyses:

 Give the policy committee a full understanding of the SWMD, its 
programs, and its region of the state

 Help the policy committee prioritize what the SWMD will do 
under the new plan

 Increase policy committee’s (and hopefully others’) involvement 
in the planning process and making decisions

Ultimate goal is for policy committee to have information to make 
informed decisions



Format as a Planning Tool

1) Residential recycling 
infrastructure

2) Commercial sector

3) Industrial sector

4) Waste composition

5) Economic incentive

6) Restricted and difficult to 
manage waste

7) Diversion

8. Special program 
needs

9. Financial

10. Regional

11. Population

12. Data collection

13. Education and 
outreach

14. Processing capacity

The 14 Analyses:



Format as a Planning Tool

Doing the analyses will involve:

 Evaluating adequacy and performance of existing programs 
and services

 Identifying successes and misses in programming

 Identifying potential holes in programming

 Comparing actual performance of programs with anticipated 
performance (i.e. how well did programs perform relative to 
how they were projected to perform)



Format as a Planning Tool

Doing the Analyses will involve:

 Understanding the needs of local communities, businesses, 
and other constituents

 Benchmarking with other SWMDs, the region, and the 
state as appropriate

 Thinking both locally and regionally

A holistic review of the SWMD from an objective perspective



Format as a Planning Tool

Draw conclusions:

 Strengths

Weaknesses

Which programs are performing well

Which programs are underperforming

Outstanding needs/gaps 

Basically a summary of what was learned

Work 

stinks
Doughnuts 

are delicious

Kumquat is a 

funny word



Format as a Planning Tool

Use conclusions to:

 Develop list of what the SWMD could do during the 
planning period

 Prioritize (of the things that could be done, what are most 
important?)

 Make program decisions (what will the SWMD do to 
address its priorities?)

The SWMD’s strategy for how to operate



Comparison of HHW Events
SWMD 2014 Tons 2014 Cost Cost/Ton

A 57 $94,300 $1,654

B 105 $78,462 $747

C 228 $290,330 $1,273

D 349 $270,000 $774



Recycling Incentive Grants



Recycling Report Cards



SWMD Funding to HD



HD Funding as % of Expenditures



HD Funding as % of Revenue



HD Funding & # SW Facilities



Insights on Measurement and 

Benchmarking Data

Measurement Matters Summit

Seth McCormick, Environmental Consultant | February 27, 2018



Overview

• Background

• State Solid Waste and Materials Management Plan

• State Measurement Program (SMP)

• Statewide Goal

• Benchmarking and next steps



Background

• 25% Waste Reduction and 
Diversion Goal

• Receive .90 ¢ per ton landfilled 
in MSW landfills

• Local governments submit solid 
waste plan updates and metrics 
annually

• Landfills, Transfer Stations and 
Recovered Material Processors 
report annually

• New Statewide Plan



Statewide Plan Objectives

• Establish more robust goals, to more accurately measure 
disposition of MSW

Objective 1: Update 
Goals and Measure 

Progress

• Expand the breadth of recycling by making sure access to 
convenient recycling programs to all Tennesseans

Objective 2: Increase 
Recycling Access and 

Participation

• Facilitate closing the materials processing gaps and increase 
opportunities for end uses of recovered materials in 
Tennessee

Objective 3: Promote 
Material Processing and 

End Use in Tennessee

• Encourage the reuse, composting, and beneficial use of 
organics

Objective 4: Increase 
Diversion of Organics



Statewide Plan Objectives

• Support the adoption of new technologies in the state.
Objective 5: Support New 

Waste Reduction and Recycling 
Technology

• Improve education and outreach in Tennessee regarding the 
opportunities of source reduction, recycling and composting.Objective 6: Expand and Focus 

Education and Outreach

• Monitor MSW disposal capacity to be sure it is sufficient, and 
ensure that disposal facilities are maintained in environmentally 
sound manner.

Objective 7: Ensure Sufficient 
and Environmentally Sound 

Disposal

• Ensure that state and local governments have sustainable 
funding sources in place to develop and support programs.

Objective 8: Develop 
Sustainable Funding Sources 

for Sustainable Materials 
Management



State Measurement Program



Updating the Goal

• Objective 1 aims to update solid waste management goals, more 

accurately measure the disposition of municipal solid waste (MSW) in 

Tennessee, and improve the tracking of progress towards achieving solid 

waste management goals 



Policy and Research

• The State Plan’s discussion of Objective 1

• Questions which had been developed regarding Objective 1 as described 

in the State Plan

• Existing data collected on diversion and recycling efforts and future 

projections regarding waste disposal and recycling

• The current Tennessee rules and regulations for solid waste management

• The practices of neighboring  southeastern states 

• State Plan Objective 8, Development of Sustainable Funding Sources for 

Sustainable Materials Management

• Will consider the costs and benefits of recycling 



Goal Practices



Strategies



Materials 



Descriptions and Authority



Incorporating SMP

• One stop shop for information gathering.

– Provided program background

– Easy state comparisons

• Narrow down results to formulate a stronger conversation with state 

officials.

• Tailor questions to better gather data from surveys.

• Provides ideas to run different analyses when determining best pathway to 

make decisions.

– What data do we need to make these decisions?

• Eliminate areas to focus on.

• Stronger backing of “Other States” do this. 

• State funding performance measures.



Crafted a Survey

• After review of the SMP module we crafted a survey to drill down into 

specific areas that were identified in the SMP.

– State

– Last Update to Statewide Plan

– Definition of Recycling and Diversion

– Describe current goal(s)

– Methodologies

– Tipping Fees and Future Increases

– Notes/Policy Information



Comparison of Initially Proposed 

GoalsGoal Pros Cons

Target Diversion Goal of
15-20% by 2025 with interim 
short term goals, 2016 base 
year, inclusive of Class I, III, 
and IV landfills

• Aligns well with the proposed recycling goal
• Interim goals allow for regions/counties to 

measure progress towards 2025 goal.

• Requires increases within short time frames 
for some counties/regions

• Does not address existing “base year” 
issues

• Does not allow for county-by-county 
specific approach to progress over time

Continuous Improvement in 
Diversion, with or without 
minimum required 
improvement y-o-y, inclusive 
of Class I, III, and IV landfills

• Motivate regions to make continuous 
improvements in waste diversion and reporting

• Tailored to each region’s current practices and 
waste diversion numbers

• May result in less aggressive pursuit of 
waste diversion efforts

• May only be effective if promulgated in 
conjunction with an aggressive recycling 
goal

Per Capita Waste Diversion  
3.5 lbs/person/day, inclusive 
of Class I landfills  only

• Already introduced and supported in the Plan
• Relatable to the general public and thus may 

serve as a greater motivator

• New measuring format and will need to be 
well explained 

• Does not include Class III/IV landfills, so a 
separate goal would be needed

Target Diversion Goal of
25% by 2025 using current 
methodology with a 2016 
base year, inclusive of Class I 
landfills

• Tools are already in place and regions are 
familiar with providing the necessary 
information

• Does not allow for a county-by-county 
specific approach

• Does not address any of the existing “base 
year” issues

• Requires increases within short time frames 
for some counties/regions

Recycling Goal
30% by 2025, inclusive of 
Class I, III, and IV landfills

• Could include short term interim goals
• Complements the Target Diversion Goals

• Would be difficult to accomplish for regions 
that rely heavily on organics management 



Insights on Benchmarking

County

2010 Class I 

Landfill 

Disposal

2011 Class I 

Landfill 

Disposal

2012 Class I 

Landfill 

Disposal

2013 Class I 

Landfill 

Disposal

2014 Class I 

Landfill 

Disposal

2011 Y-o-Y 

Growth

2012 Y-o-Y 

Growth

2013 Y-o-Y 

Growth

2014 Y-o-Y 

Growth

Anderson 67,495 61,504 51,370 66,181 70,842 (8.88%) (16.48%) 28.83% 7.04%

Bedford 21,814 19,126 20,272 29,223 25,142 (12.32%) 5.99% 44.15% (13.97%)

Benton 24,236 18,603 20,922 24,426 22,095 (23.24%) 12.47% 16.75% (9.54%)

Bledsoe 3,902 3,913 4,027 3,997 9,301 0.29% 2.91% (0.74%) 132.70%

Blount 65,462 56,178 53,111 111,767 111,343 (14.18%) (5.46%) 110.44% (0.38%)

Bradley 124,500 144,904 129,582 157,626 122,150 16.39% (10.57%) 21.64% (22.51%)

Campbell 26,621 26,349 28,413 21,103 25,502 (1.02%) 7.83% (25.73%) 20.85%

Cannon 7,386 7,233 6,926 6,658 6,636 (2.08%) (4.24%) (3.87%) (0.33%)

Carroll 19,428 15,843 17,096 12,797 17,897 (18.45%) 7.91% (25.15%) 39.85%

Carter 35,234 38,463 34,298 32,083 27,913 9.17% (10.83%) (6.46%) (13.00%)

County

2010 

Recycling/ 

Diversion

2011 

Recycling/ 

Diversion

2012 

Recycling/ 

Diversion

2013 

Recycling/ 

Diversion

2014 

Recycling/ 

Diversion

2011 Y-o-Y 

Growth

2012 Y-o-Y 

Growth

2013 Y-o-Y 

Growth

2014 Y-o-Y 

Growth

Anderson 50,046 47,686 49,735 46,404 47,982 (4.72%) 4.30% (6.70%) 3.40%

Bedford 110,317 138,530 116,926 85,123 83,141 25.57% (15.59%) (27.20%) (2.33%)

Benton 13,947 7,779 8,973 10,006 14,647 (44.23%) 15.35% 11.51% 46.38%

Bledsoe 257 136 226 323 230 (47.16%) 66.30% 42.92% (28.79%)

Blount 70,363 56,598 56,551 70,896 65,893 (19.56%) (0.08%) 25.37% (7.06%)

Bradley 9,585 12,328 18,053 41,136 16,037 28.62% 46.44% 127.86% (61.01%)

Campbell 35,384 29,093 31,305 58,231 64,701 (17.78%) 7.60% 86.01% 11.11%

Cannon 838 838 684 1,021 862 0.05% (18.39%) 49.27% (15.53%)

Carroll 10,345 9,842 9,372 10,208 10,332 (4.86%) (4.78%) 8.92% 1.22%

Carter 677 4,197 10,040 6,853 9,579 520.31% 139.22% (31.74%) 39.78%



Thoughts and Next Steps for TN

• Provide more time and opportunity to re-evaluate our data structure.

• Redefine how our data is collected and used for future discussions.

• With the analyses we have, do we need a goal?

• Are we missing anything that would benefit TN in long term solid waste 

planning and building an integrated solid waste infrastructure. 


