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REPORT OF  

RECYCLING & CORPORATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE MEETING 

 

March 9, 2015 

 

A meeting of the Recycling & Corporate Affairs Committee was held on Monday, March 9, 2015, at 4:00 

P.M. at the Authority’s Administrative Office, 1886 Highway 90, Conway, South Carolina.  Present were 

Committee Chairman John R. Long, II and Committee Members Pam Creech and Dan Gray. Also in 

attendance were Board Chairman James H. Cokley, Board Member Michael Campbell, Executive Director 

Danny Knight, Directors Esther Murphy, Bill Hilling and Jan Bitting, Deputy Director Rodney Cannon, 

MRF Manager Lane Faircloth, Recycling Coordinator Kendra Hooks, Finance Supervisor Susie Wofford and 

Administrative Assistant Cecil Terry. There was no media in attendance at the meeting. 

 

Ms. Creech moved to approve the Agenda as presented. There was a second by Mr. Gray and the 

Motion was carried. 

 

Mr. Long asked staff to proceed with the Agenda.  A copy of the Agenda and accompanying documents are 

attached to and made a part of this report. 

 

Glass Crushing System Discussion 

Mrs. Murphy presented an overview of the current glass crushing system and reminded the Committee that 

the system is currently capable of crushing/pulverizing glass into two sizes, an aggregate (3/8” minus) and 

sand (1/8” minus). Mrs. Murphy stated over the course of the past several years, the aggregate material has 

been a good seller and commented that the Landfill division has been the primary user of the sand.   Ms. 

Creech inquired about the contaminates found in the aggregate.  Mrs. Murphy explained the glass cleanup 

system removes a large amount of the contaminates; however, it does not remove all contaminates.  She 

indicated customers are given a flyer at the scaleshouse indicating the material could contain contaminates.  

Mr. Knight commented staff was in the process of replacing worn parts to improve the quality of the 

aggregate. 

 

Mrs. Murphy indicated that staff had investigated the possibility of producing a finer size recycled glass, 

powder/blasting media consistency, which could be utilized for sandblasting purposes.  She indicted several 

recycled glass producers, equipment manufacturers and possible end-users had been contacted regarding the 

production and use of this material.  Mrs. Murphy advised the Committee, that based on these discussions, 

staff anticipates the following costs to produce the powder/blasting medial material: 

 

Estimated Costs 

Purchase of Gyratory Screen with Conveyor    $75,000 
 

Gaylord Boxes (Plastic Lined)      

(Approximately 350 boxes annually @ $65 each)    23,000 
 

Storage Facility (50’ x 50’)       75,000 
 

Advertising           2,000 

  Total Estimated Start-Up Costs           $175,000 

 

Discussion was held regarding the need for the storage facility and if there was other current storage space 

that could be use.  Mrs. Murphy stated the nature of the material requires that it remains dry, with no 
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moisture content and indicated they SWA did not have any storage space available at this time that met the 

requirements.   

 

Mrs. Murphy commented that it is estimated that approximately 10% of the current quantity of sand being 

produced would become recycled glass blasting media through this process.  In FY2014, 1,012 tons 

produced, equating to approximately 101 tons of blasting media.  She indicated that based on information 

from former producers of this product and those purchasing it, the per ton price to purchase this material is 

estimated at $70-$100 per ton and stated in the event the recycled glass blasting media is acceptable for use 

in sandblasting applications, staff estimates approximately $7,070 - $10,100 in revenue could be generated 

annually. 

 

Mrs. Murphy stated the gyratory screen and conveyor as well as the storage facility are budgeted in the 

Fiscal Year 2017 Capital Budget.  Inasmuch as this equipment and facility would be new purchases, the 

funding would be designated from unrestricted cash funds.   

 

Ms. Creech asked about the amount of time it would take for the SWA to recoup the startup costs. Mrs. 

Murphy indicated, based on current figures, it would take approximately 20-25 years.  Ms. Creech indicated 

she would be reluctant to expend $175,000 on something that would take 25 years to recoup the costs on. 

 

Mr. Long commented that the ultimate goal was to continue to move the recycled glass material.  Mrs. 

Murphy concurred and again stated the glass aggregate has sold well.  

 

Recycling Program Partnerships – Current and Potential 

Mrs. Murphy reviewed with the Committee a listing of current agencies, businesses and indivduals which 

have partnered with the SWA on various recycling programs and generally discussed the benefits of the 

partnerships to both the SWA and partnering agency. She advised the Committee that since it’s creation, the 

SWA had sought to work with various agencies, businesses, etc. on various programs.  Mrs. Murphy stated, 

as requested by Ms. Creech, staff has investigated several other potential agencies/businesses regarding 

possibly partnering on one of the SWA’s existing public education recycling programs, i.e., recycling student 

of the year, environmental grants, POPArt, etc.  She stated sponsorship/partnership requests ranged from 

providing monetary support to providing awards (i.e., electronic reading device).  Mrs. Murphy commented 

that some of the local companies contacted informed staff their companies do not participate in 

sponsorships/partnerships. She indicated staff is still awaiting response from some, while several others 

requested to be contacted after July 1
st
 (beginning of their fiscal year). Mr. Gray expressed his appreciation 

of staff’s effort in partnering with other agencies.  Ms. Creech commented that in her work with other 

groups, i.e., Wildlife Action, they were able to secure funding for several companies/retail locations in 

support of children, environmental and/or educational programs.  Ms. Creech encouraged staff to contact 

local retailers for support.  Mrs. Murphy indicated the SWA has routinely partnered with local 

businesses/retailers for various events, to include America Recycles Day and Earth Day. Mrs. Murphy said 

she would keep the Committee/Board informed of the outcome of these requests. 

 

3-7 Plastics Recycling Article 

Mrs. Murphy indicated Ms. Creech had asked that this item be included on the agenda for discussion.    

 

Ms. Creech expressed her appreciation of staff’s continuing efforts to improve operations and recover more 

recyclables, i.e., the MRF utilizing an additional person to pull plastics from the reject line. Ms. Creech 

stated the article focused on #3-7 plastics and the ability to recycle this material.  She generally discussed 

China’s “green fence” and how it was affecting the ability to recycle these plastics.  Ms. Creech suggested 
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the SWA interact with state and local governments on the possibility of recycling these materials.  She 

commented that she thought there should be a listing of everything that is landfilled, with an accompanying 

list that details how it is processed and recycled in other areas.  Ms. Creech stated the SWA should determine 

what it would cost to handle these products to determine if it was feasible to do. She stated she was interested 

in finding out how the SWA could recycle more of these plastics.   

 

Mrs. Murphy informed the Committee that Horry County’s recycling program has included plastics #1-7, 

since it’s inception.  She commented that most counties across South Carolina recycle #1 and #2 plastics and 

approximately half of the counties in the state, including Horry County, recycles the #3-7 plastics.  Mrs. 

Murphy commented that the SWA has been fortunate to locate vendors who purchase the #3-7 plastics, 

which is a mixed plastic.    She offered a brief background on China’s “green fence” and commented that 

China instituted the green fence initiative in an effort to improve the quality of recyclables being imported 

into their country. Mrs. Murphy stated the initiative began in February 2013 and was active and in place for 

eleven (11) months, ending in November/December 2013. She stated prior to February 2013, a large amount 

of the recyclable material being exported to China included a significant amount of solid waste, thereby 

making the material unrecyclable. She indicated, even though the initiative is not actively in place, the 

quality standards set during this timeframe are still being utilized. 

 

Mrs. Murphy informed the Committee that the MRF has not had any exported loads rejected, which she 

attributed to the quality control standards in place at the MRF.  She commented that MRF staff takes great 

efforts to ensure the quality of all material shipped.  She generally reviewed the shipping requirements for 

materials being shipped overseas.  Mrs. Murphy informed the Committee that the majority of the #3-7 

plastics received and processed at the MRF was sold to vendors who typically ship the material overseas. 

She commented the SWA has not had any of the #3-7 plastic shipments rejected.  

 

Mrs. Murphy advised the Committee staff is constantly investigating what other materials in the waste 

stream, could potentially be recycled.  She indicated staff works closely with local businesses/manufacturers 

regarding material they generate during their production to determine if it is recyclable.  Mrs. Murphy stated 

staff has taken a proactive stance to divert recyclable material from being landfilled.  

 

Mr. Knight distributed an article to the group which indicated San Francisco was going to be the first city in 

the country to ban water bottles.  He commented on the different views regarding recycling mixed plastic.  

Ms. Creech commented on an article she had read regarding the best cities for recycling and stated many of 

these cities had banned materials from being landfilled. Ms. Creech stated she believed the lobbyist needed 

to work hard to inform and educate politicians on these overall costs. Mr. Knight replied that once the waste 

characterization study is completed, the SWA will have the information needed to share and discuss with 

County Council or state representatives the effects of banning certain materials from the landfill. Ms. Creech 

concurred. 

 

Ms. Creech inquired as to whether staff had obtained information about the Lake City resident that awards a 

$50,000 prize in an art contest.  Mrs. Murphy indicated she would relook into that. 

 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 4:45 P.M. 

 


