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MEMORANDUM 

April 20, 2015 

TO: 	 Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and Environment Committee 

FROM:~eith Levchenko, Senior Legislative Analyst 

SUBJECT: 	 Worksession: FY16 Operating Budget: Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP)-Division of Solid Waste Services Operating Budget and FY16 Solid Waste 
Charges 

Budget Summary 
• 	 The Solid Waste Collection Fund Budget is recommended to increase by 1.0 percent, due to 

technical adjustments (such as transferring a portion of a permitting inspector's costs from the 
Disposal to the Collection Fund and FY16 compensation adjustments). 

• 	 The Solid Waste Disposal Fund Budget is recommended to increase by 2.2 percent. The 
largest increases are for new and replacement capital equipment ($3,905,757), mandatory 
contractual increases ($1,595,818), and increases in tonnage of out ofCounty haul ($927,882) 
costs. The biggest decreases are in debt service for the Resource Recovery Facility (­
$4,538,325) and removal ofone-time items approved in FY15 (-$2,630,624). 

• 	 FY16 is the [mal fiscal year for debt service payments on the Resource Recovery Facility 
($21.4 million). 

• 	 DEP continues to assume a $28.5 million liability in the Solid Waste Disposal Fund related to 
future Gude Drive Landfill remediation efforts ($746,000 assumed to be spent in FY16 on 
additional study and fieldwork, based on follow-up questions from MDE regarding the 
County's Assessment ofCorrective Measures Report). 

Solid Waste Charges Summary 
• 	 The CE recommends decreases in overall Solid Waste charges for single-family, multi­

family, and non-residential property owners (as shown on page 11). 
• 	 The CE recommends keeping Transfer Station Tipping Fees at FY15 levels. 

Council Staff Recommendation: 
• 	 Approve the DEP-Division of Solid Waste Services FY16 Operating Budget as recommended 

by the County Executive. 
• 	 Approve the FY16 Solid Waste charges as recommended by the County Executive with the 

exception of the leaf vacuuming charge where Council Staff recommends a smoother rate . 	 . 
mcrease scenano 
NOTE: Action on FY16 Solid Waste charges is scheduled/or Council action/or May 13. 



Attachments to this memorandum include: 
• DSWS Excerpt from the County Executive's FY16 Recommended Budget (©1-16) 
• Vacuum Leaf Collection Fund Six-Year Fiscal Plan (©17) 
• Excerpt from Council Staff Packet for DOT General Fund: Vacuum Leaf Collection Fund (©17 A) 
• Material Flow Diagram Calendar Year 2013 (©18) 
• CY12 Waste Composition Study Summary Table: Waste Recycling by Material Type (©19) 
• Solid Waste System Disposal Fund, Rate Setting Methodology (FYI6) (©20-21) 
• Resolution to Approve FY16 Solid Waste Service Charges (©22-24) 
• Solid Waste Advisory Committee Comments on the FY16 Recommended Budget (©25) 
• Gude Drive Landfill Remediation Presentation (©26-39) 

Meeting Participants Include 
• Lisa Feldt, Director, Department ofEnvironmental Protection (DEP) 
• Dan Locke, Chief, Division of Solid Waste Services (DSWS), DEP 
• Anthony Skinner, Business Manager, DSWS 
• Eileen Kao, Chief, Waste Reduction and Recycling Section, DSWS 
• Bill Davidson, Chief, Northern Operations and Strategic Planning Section, DSWS 
• Peter Karasik, Chief, Central Operations Section, DSWS 
• Robin Ennis, Chief, Collections Section, DSWS 
• Alex Espinosa, Manager, Office ofManagement and Budget (OMB) 
• Elyse Greenwald, Management and Budget Specialist, OMB 

OVERVIEW 

Expenditure Summary 

For FY16, the Executive recommends total expenditures of $111.9 million for the Division of 
Solid Waste Services, a $2.3 million increase (2.1 %) from the FY15 approve,d budget. The overall 
increase is primarily related to costs in the Disposal Fund (detailed later). 

Table #1 

DPW&T -Solid Waste Services (All Funds) 


Actual Approved Estimated Rec Change from FY15 
FY14 FY15 FY15 FY16 $$$ % 

Personnel Costs 10,200,122 10,824,607 10,744,390 11,244,457 419,850 3.9% 
Operating Expenses 88,019,891 96,858,283 96,280,959 96,698,939 (159,344) -0.2% 
Capital Outlay 1,857,206 3,946,457 2,089,251 112.5% 
Total 98,220,013 109,540,096 107,025,349 111,889,853 2,349,757 2.1% 

FUll-lime Positions 79 79 79 79 
..""~ 

0.0% 
Part-lime Positions 1 1 1 nla 
Workyears/FlEs 102.2 103.0 103.0 103.0 0.0% 

The Division budget is funded entirely by the Solid Waste Collection and Solid Waste 
Disposal Funds. Both funds are supported through various Solid Waste charges discussed later. 
As Enterprise Funds, these funds are self-supporting, and revenues and expenditures within these 
funds are kept distinct from the General Fund. Any cost savings or cost increases that may be 
identified in these funds have no impact on the General Fund. 

-2­



Positions 

For FY16, DSWS' recommended position complement is 79 full-time positions and one part­
time position and a total of 103.0 Full Time Equivalents (FTEs). These numbers are the same as the 
Approved Budget. 

Much of the direct service provided by DSWS is done via contracts (such as for refuse and 
recycling collection and contract staff at the Transfer Station, Materials Recovery Facility, RRF, and 
Compost Facility). DSWS provides contract oversight and manages the overall operations at the various 
facilities. 

Solid Waste Advisory Committee Comments 

The Solid Waste Advisory Committee's (SWAC) comments on the FYl6 Recommended Budget 
ate attached on ©25. SWAC is supportive of the FY16 Solid Waste budget, especially with regard to 
the DSWS food waste recycling pilot. 

TONNAGE AND RECYCLING ASSUMPTIONS 

Below are some important assumptions that drive much of the Solid Waste budget. In general, 
tonnages have been down in recent years as a result of economic conditions but have been gradually 
increasing again, consistent with the County's and the region'S economic recovery. 

The most recent Materials Flow Diagram (CY13) is attached on ©18. This diagram shows how 
various materials enter the County's Solid Waste system, how they are processed, and the volumes 
involved in the various processes. The building blocks for the recycling rate and waste diversion rate 
are also shown and the totals calculated. 

Resource Recovery Facility 

Processible Tons of Waste to the Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) for FY16: 590,000 tons (an 
increase of about 12,000 tons over what is projected for FY15). The permit level is 657,000 tons per 
year. The policy goal is 85 percent to 92 percent of the RRF permit capacity (Le., 558,450 to 604,000 
tons per year). Economic conditions resulted in a significant downward trend in tonnages beginning in 
FY07 (prior tonnages had been over 600,000), and tonnages have not returned to prior levels yet. Table 
2 (below) shows the RRF tonnage throughput calculation from the FY13 actual through the FY16 
projection. 

Table #2 
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Recycling Rate 

The T&E Committee received a recycling update from Solid Waste staff on January 12. Some 
summary information regarding the County's recycling rate and methodology is provided below. 

For many years, the County's recycling goal had been to recycle 50 percent of the County's 
municipal solid waste by 2010. While the County fell short of that goal (topping out at a little over 
44 percent under the recycling methodology in place at that time), the County's recycling numbers 
regularly stacked up well with comparable jurisdictions throughout the country. 

In October 2012, the Council approved Executive Regulation 7-12, which created a new 
recycling rate methodology and a new recycling/diversion goal for the County of 70% by 2020. 

This recycling rate methodology (which is consistent with how the State of Maryland calculates 
its recycling rate and waste diversion rate) varies in two major respects from the County's prior rate 
methodology: 

• 	 Ash generated at the Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) that is ultimately recycled (typically 
used as road base or daily cover at a landfill) is included in the new recycling rate. 

• 	 The County had previously used estimates of source reduction, but is now using the State's 
percentage credit (up to 5%) and includes this credit in the overall recycling rate calculation, 
making the County's recycling rate consistent with the State's waste diversion rate. 

In FY14, DEP initiated a multi-media recycling campaign incorporating the new recycling rate 
methodology (i.e., 70% by 2020). This effort was continued in FYl5 and is recommended to continue 
in FY16 as welL 

Table #3 below shows fiscal year recycling rates (under the new methodology) by sector from 
FY13 actuals through FY21 projections based on the latest projections. The economic downturn 
resulted in reduced trash volumes and recycled materials volumes and also in a reduction in the demand 
and price for recycled materials. However, the numbers are expected to tick back up as the economic 
recovery continues. 

Table 3: 

DSWS estimates that, under current strategies, the diversion rate (including ash and the source 
reduction credit) will rise to 68.7% by FY21. For FY13, the latest actuals available, DSWS estimates its 
recycling rate at 53.3% and its diversion rate at 58.3%, although this data is still under review by the 
State. 

Every few years, DSWS does a waste composition study to better understand the mix of different 
materials in the County's waste stream. Based on this study, DSWS can extrapolate recycling 
percentages for different materials and identifY opportunities where improvement is possible. The most 
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recent study was done in FY13, utilizing calendar year 2012 actual data. A summary chart from this 
study is attached on ©19. Non-residential paper and food waste continue to be two major areas of 
opportunity for increasing the recycling rate. 

Food waste is the largest non-banned material type. The County has an ongoing food waste 
composting pilot in place. Since the last waste composition study (FY09), the food waste "capture rate" 
is estimated to have increased from 4.6% to 8.4% (through calendar year 2012 actuals). NOTE: A 
comprehensive T&E Committee discussion o/the County's composting pilot andpotential composting 
strategies was held on March 9. 

With regard to mixed paper, the single-family sector recycles approximately 64.4 percent of its 
mixed paper waste generated. The non-residential sector recycling rate is lower (at 60%) and generates 
about 45% more mixed paper waste than the single-family sector. Multi-family recycling rates for paper 
are quite low (18.4%), although the total amount generated is also quite low (18,180 tons). 

The non-residential mixed paper capture rate is up slightly (from 58.3% to 60.0%) from the prior 
waste composition study. Interestingly, the estimate of overall non-residential mixed paper generated is 
down about 19% (from over 165,000 tons to just over 134,000 tons). This may be an indication that, 
while we are still far from realizing the "paperless office" concept, technology improvements, changes 
in office practices, and improvements in product packaging are reducing the use of paper in the non­
residential sector. 

The County's mixed paper contract ends in April 2016. Currently, the County pays about $1.8 
million per year for the contractor to truck and process bulk mixed paper. The FY16 Recommended 
Budget includes $2.1 million to purchase paper sorting and baling equipment so that the County can sell 
its mixed paper directly. DEP expects a substantial annual revenue benefit. Below is information 
provided by DEP staff: 

The mixed paper contract is up for renewal in April 2016. The County Executive's 
Recommended Budget includes approximately $2.090 million for DEP to work with Maryland 
Environmental Service (MES) to modify the Recycling Center and install basic paper sorting and 
baling equipment so we, can sort and bale mixed paper and cardboard as two separate 
commodities. Our intention is to have MES market these commodities for us as they do for baled 
plastics and meta/s, so we would not enter into another long-term contract for the principal 
management ofmixed paper. However, we may execute a contingency contract for hauling and 
selling bulk mixed paper as a back-up if our equipment goes down for more than a day or so. 
While there will be some up front capital costs, there will be substantial long-term revenue 
benefits to the County by baling and selling the paper ourselves. The approximately $1.8 million 
per year being spent with Office Paper Systems for trucking and processing bulk mixed paper 
will be discontinued, per the County Executive's Recommended Budget. Depending upon market 
prices, and after covering initial start-up costs, the County may earn about $4.6 million in net 
revenue. 

Council Staff is supportive of the FY16 recommended expenditures for new capital 
equipment related to the County moving to have IVIES prepare and directly market and sell mixed 
paper and cardboard. The County stands to net a substantial amount of revenue (and cost 
savings) from this approach (potential annual revenue of $4.6 million and annual contract cost 
savings of $1.8 million). 
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Compost Facility 

Compost Facility Tonnage for FY16: 70,352 tons (an increase of 616 tons or 0.9 percent) from the 
latest FY15 projection of 69,736 tons. However, at this time last year, FY15 tonnage was expected to be 
65,637 tons (or 4,099 tons lower than currently projected). Similarly, the FY16 projection is also now 
up from last year's FY16 projection (by 4,020 tons). Fluctuations in compost facility tonnages can 
happen as a result of weather, storms, and the economy. DEP attributes these changes to increases in 
materials delivered by landscapers as a result of an improving economy. 

The operating limit (based on an agreement with the Sugarloaf Citizens Association) is 77,000 
tons per year. Four years ago, commercial yard trim tipping fees were increased (from $40 to $46) to 
slow the curve of any tonnage increases by encouraging more "grasscycling". That fee was modified 
last year to apply to all yard trim (residential or commercial) in excess of 500 pounds per load, with no 
charge for any loads weighing less. 

Program costs are also up for the Compost Facility because equipment replacement costs in 
FY16 are about $737,000 higher than in FY15 and because ofmandatory contractual increases. 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION FUND EXPENDITURES 

The Solid Waste Services budget is divided into two Enterprise funds: Collection and Disposal. 
These are non-tax-supported funds for which revenues and expenditures are directly connected. 
Additions to or subtractions from the DSWS budget may change solid waste charges, but will not affect 
General Fund resources. 

Summary tables for each of the funds follow, along with some major highlights. 

Table #4 

The bulk of costs in this fund are for residential refuse collection within Subdistrict A I DSWS 
currently has 3 contractors serving the five service areas in Subdistrict A at an estimated cost of $4.8 
million in FY16 (about the same cost as in FYI5). 

Solid Waste Collection Fund expenditures are recommended to increase by 1.0 percent 
($63,104). All of the changes noted in the FY16 Recommended Budget are technical in nature (with no 
service impacts). The biggest changes are: the transfer of a portion of a permit inspector's costs from 

1 The collection district is divided into two collection subdistricts for residential trash collection. In Subdistrict A, trash 
collection for single-family residences and multi-family residences with six or fewer units is managed by the County, which 
contracts with haulers. In Subdistrict B, haulers contract directly with residents. 
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the Disposal Fund to the Residential Refuse Collection Program in the Collection Fund ($41,447 and .5 
FTE) and the FY16 compensation adjustment ($39,399). Other miscellaneous changes (both up and 
down) involve benefits, risk management, personnel cost annualizations, motor pool, and refuse 
collection contract adjustments. All of these changes are presented on ©9. 

Council Staff recommends approval of the Executive's Recommended Budget for the Solid 
Waste Collection Fund. 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL FUND EXPENDITURES 

Table #5 
DPW&T -Solid Waste Services (Disposal) 

Actual Approved Estimated Rec Change from FY15 
FY14 FY15 FY15 FY16 $$$ % 

Personnel Costs 9,033,072 9,572,010 9,487,763 9,912,464 340,454 3.6% 
Operating Expenses 83,311,302 91,696,045 91,248,721 91,552,993 (143,052) -0.2% 
Capital Outlay 1,857,206 3,946,457 2,089,251 112.5% 
Total 92,344,374 103,125,261 100,736,484 105,411,914 2,286,653 2.2% 

Full-lime Positions 75 75 75 75 0.0% 
Part-lime Positions nla 
Workyears/FTEs 91.78 92.42 92.42 91.92 (0.5) -0.5% 

Solid Waste Disposal Fund expenditures are recommended to increase by 2.2 percent 
($2.3 million). There are a number of cost changes (both increases and decreases) recommended in the 
Solid Waste Disposal Fund. None are assumed to have service impacts. These items are individually 
listed on ©9 (see the "FY16 Recommended Changes" section from the Executive's Recommended 
Operating Budget.) 

There are a number of technical adjustments common to other County Government budgets 
(such as compensation changes, benefits, and annualizations; and printing and mail adjustments). In 
addition, the Disposal Fund has a number of other items that often appear, including: contractual cost 
changes in various areas and equipment replacement costs. One-time items from FY15 (mainly for 
equipment replacements and studies) are also removed. The biggest added item for FY16 is new capital 
equipment at the recycling center ($3.9 million). The biggest decrease is in program costs at the 
Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) (-$2.6 million). These and other items are discussed in more detail 
by program below. 

Resource Recovery Facility & Related Waste Transfer 

This is the biggest program in the Solid Waste budget (38 percent of the total). The following 
chart breaks out the major cost changes in this program. Overall, program expenditures are down $2.5 
million or about 5.7 percent. 
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Table tIfi 
RRF Program Costs 

FY15 FY16 

NEA Direct Costs and Fees 
Net Debt Service 
Operating Contract 
Non-Processible Waste 
Waste Processed >558,450 tons 
Rail Engine Service Fee and Refunds 
Air: Emission Reagents, Testing, Fees 
Ash Handling and Testing 
Insurance, Utilities, Sales & Prop Tax 
Miscellaneous O&M 
Electric Sales Revenue 
Recyded Ferrous Revenue 

Operating Contract Total 

Charges from Risk Management 
Other Miscellaneous 
Totals 

Approved 
281,281 

25,945,n5 
26,846,560 

19,896 
603,075 

3,078,131 
2,867,147 
(nO,469) 

1,049,846 
1,102,981 

( 16,308,318) 
(706,172) 

44,009,733 

744,963 
271,533 

45 026229 

Rec Change 
237,825 (43,456) 

21,407,450 (4,538,325) 
27,108,301 261,741 

168,214 148,318 
934,034 330,959 

3,n6,OOD 697,869 
3,012,956 145,809 
(826,000) (55,531 ) 

1,046,423 (3,423) 
1,234,845 131,864 

(15,980,935) 327,383 
(708,885) (2,713) 

41,410,228 {2,599,505} 

807,117 
259,273 

42476618 

Some highlights of these changes include: 

• 	 Debt service costs are based on a set amortization schedule. Based on this schedule, debt service 
will drop substantially in FY16 (by $4.5 million), which will be the final year of debt service 
payments. All debt service payments will end after March 2016. 

• 	 The RRF throughput is projected to increase from 578,000 in FY15 to 590,000 tons in FY16. 
Because the County pays some additional costs per ton above 558,450 tons (consistent with the 
County's service contract for the RRF), this cost item is projected to increase (by $330,959) up 
to $934,034. 

• 	 The rail engine service fee is increasing by $697,869, based on higher projected costs under a 
new contract under negotiation now. 

• 	 Non-processible waste costs are up substantially, based on increased projected RRF tonnages. 
As tonnages reach certain thresholds, stepped up costs take effect. 

• 	 Electric sales revenue is projected to be down slightly as a result of an unusually high degree of 
uncertainty in the market, and therefore fixed prices are not yet established. Therefore, for 
FY16, DEP is using pricing assumptions provided by its consultant. NOTE: Electric sales 
revenue is reflected as a negative (an offset to expenditures) in this program. 

• 	 Most other expense categories are seeing only slight increases or decreases from FY16. 

Residential Collection 

This program is the second largest program in the Solid Waste budget (behind the RRF) with a 
recommended total of $26.5 million (an increase of $502,536 or 1.9% from FY15), mostly due to 
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mandatory contractual cost increases for recycling collection as well as increased contract costs for 
recycling bin deliveries and also the one-time capital cost for a delivery truck. 

A portion of this program is for residential refuse collection (discussed earlier) within the Solid 
Waste Collection Fund. However, most of these costs fall within the Solid Waste Disposal Fund and 
cover DSWS contracts with haulers to provide curbside recycling collection for all unincorporated areas 
of the County (both in Subdistricts A and B). For FY16, $17.9 million is budgeted for contracts with 
three haulers. Costs are up about $200,000 (or 1.1 percent) from FYI5. 

Gude Landfill 

For background on this issue, DSWS staff prepared a slide presentation (attached on ©26-39). 
The County has spent approximately $1.3 million on this effort since 2009 for work on Gude's Waste 
Delineation, the Nature and Extent study, and the Assessment of Corrective Measures report. 

Remediation planning in coordination with the Maryland Department of the Environment (NIDE) 
is ongoing. DEP submitted an assessment of corrective measures report to MDE in January of2014 and 
recommended bioremediation as DEP's preferred approach. The remediation work is intended to 
address widespread low level Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) contamination in groundwater, gas 
migration, and leachate seeps into surface water runoff. 

In March 2015, MDE provided comments to DEP and asked for some additional information that 
will require further field testing and sampling (taking another 6 to 12 months). Therefore, remediation 
work is not expected to begin until FYI7. 

Last year, based on the ACM report, DEP expected costs of about $746,000 in FY16 and about 
$3.8 million through FY20 (see ©39 for cost and schedule details). With regard to total remaining costs, 
DSWS staff noted: 

"Based on a probability analysis performed by the consulting engineer that helped DEP produce 
the report, in accordance with the requirements ofa Consent Order between the County and 
MDE, the County's probable Gude remediation costs over a 20-year period would total $28.5 
million. " 

The scope of work and costs could change based on the additional study to be done and MDE's 
ultimate approval for the remediation work. However the above costs are included in the current Solid 
Waste Disposal Fund fiscal plan. 

Council Staff recommends approval of the Executive's Recommended Budget for the Solid 
Waste Disposal Fund. 
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SOLID WASTE CHARGES 


The County's solid waste programs are primarily supported by various solid waste charges that 
support the dedicated Enterprise funds (see ©15 for descriptions of the different charges). Solid waste 
charges are established through an annual Council resolution (introduced on March 31 and attached on 
©22-24). The Council is tentatively scheduled to take action on the solid waste charges on May 13. 

Refuse collection charges (i.e., for Subdistrict A where the County contracts directly with 
haulers) support the Solid Waste Collection Fund and are set with a policy goal of keeping retained 
earnings at a level of 10 percent to 15 percent ofresources across the six-year fiscal period. See ©13. 

The Solid Waste Disposal Charges are developed through a complex rate model (see summary 
document on ©20-21). DSWS calculates the necessary rates for each sector to cover both base and 
incremental costs. Rate smoothing with available fund balance is also done across a six-year projection 
period, both at the macro level and within each sector. The policy goal is to have positive cash balances 
over reserve and liability requirements in the Disposal Fund. 
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The FYI5 approved and FYI6 County Executive recommended charges are presented below: 

Table #7 
Solid Waste Charges (FY15 and FYl6) 

ApprOHd CE Rec. Percent 
Cluu'ge F\,15 FY16 Change 

SINGLE FAMILY 

Base Systems Benefit Charge $38.11 $30.68 -19.5% 
Incremental Systems BenefIt Charge $128.37 $125.68 -2.1% 
Disposal Fee $47.27 $48.75 3.1% 
Leaf Vacuurning Charge $88.91 $88.91 0.0010 
Refuse Collection Charge $66.00 $70.00 6.1% 
Total Charges, Households Receiving: 


Recycling Collection Only 

Recycling and Leaf Collection 

Recycling and Refuse Collection 

Recycling, Leaf and Refuse Collection 


MULTI-FAMILY 

Base Systems Benefit Charge $8.80 $6.47 -26.5% 
Incremental Systems Benefit Charge $7.93 $9.59 20.9% 
Leaf Vacuuming Charge $3.54 $3.54 0.0% 
Total Charges 

Units inside Leaf Vacuuming District 

Units outside Leaf Vacuuming District 


NONRESIDENTIAL 

(by waste generation category per 2,000 sq. feet ofgross floor area) 


Low 

Medium Low 

Medium 

Medium High 


High 


TIPPING FEES 
Refuse (weighing >500 Ibs per load) 
Refuse (weighing 500 Ibs per load or less) 
Refuse in Open Top Containers 
AU Yard Trim (weighing >500 lbs per load) 
AU Yard Trim (weighing 500 lbs per load or less) 
Other Rec c1ables 

$124.24 
$372.72 
$621.21 
$869.69 

$1,118.18 

$56.00 
$0.00 

$66.00 
$46.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$119.23 -4.00/0 
$357,67 -4.0010 
$596.13 -4.00/0 
$834.57 -4.0010 

$1,073.02 -4.0% 

$56.00 0.0% 
$0.00 n/a 

$66.00 0.0% 
$46.00 0.0% 
$0.00 n/a 
$0.00 n/a 
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1. System Benefit Charges 

Base System Benefit Charges cover the cost of general solid waste system infrastructure and 
administration and are allocated among the single-family residential, multi-family residential, and non­
residential sectors in proportion to each sector's estimated waste generation. For FYI6, base system 
costs are estimated at $51.4 million (a decrease of $5.5 million from the FY15 approved amount of 
$56.9 million) and are allocated to single-family, multi-family, and non-residential properties based on 
waste generation assumptions for each sector. These charges appear on all property tax bills (residential 
and non-residential properties, both within and outside municipalities). 

The Incremental System Benefit Charge (ISBC) is assessed on the different sectors based on 
actual services received (mostly related to curbside recycling and composting services). For FY16, 
incremental systems benefit costs are estimated at $34.99 million (an increase of $3.5 million from the 
FYI5 approved amount of $31.4 million). These charges are also adjusted from year to year, partly as a 
result of increased costs in recycling and composting, but also because DSWS works to smooth overall 
impacts within the different rate categories (single-family, multi-family, and non-residential) across the 
six-year fiscal plan period. This stabilization effort is accomplished by the different categories either' 
borrowing or paying back the fimd balance reserve in different years over the six-year period. The net 
change over the six-year period is zero, but changes can be substantial in a given year and can result in 
the charge going up or down in the different sectors. 

For purposes of considering the total impact on ratepayers, one needs to look at the "Total 
Charges" lines in the chart. DSWS' goal is to try to smooth increases and decreases in these overall 
charges over time. 

For FYI6, single-family properties and multi-family properties are recommended to be charged 
lower rates than in FYI5 (decreases range from 1.3 to 4 percent, depending on the services received). 

2. Non-Residential (Commercial) Charges 

The charges for the non-residential sector are comprised of the Base System Benefit Charges 
(BSBC) and the Incremental System Benefit Charges (lSBC). These charges are computed based on 
Gross Floor Area Unit (GF AU) data from the State Department of Assessments and Taxation (SDAT) 
records. These charges are recommended to be reduced by 4.0 percent from FYI5 rates. In addition to 
some positive revenue trends affecting all three sectors, the non-residential share of waste generation for 
FYI6 is also down (from 53.9% to 52%), which means slightly lower base system benefit costs are 
assigned to the non-residential sector and rates can be lowered. 

3. Refuse Disposal Tip Fees 

The tip fee is the per ton fee charged businesses, institutions, and residents that dispose of refuse 
at the County's Transfer Station. No change is assumed in the standard refuse tipping fee ($56 per ton 
for weights exceeding 500 pounds). Loads weighing less than 500 pounds are still free. 
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Tipping fees for both the refuse "in open top containers,,2 and commercial yard trim were 
increased four years ago (from $60 to $66 per ton and $40 to $46 per ton respectively). No increases 
were approved in FY13, FYI4, or FY15 and no increases are being sought this year. 

However, in FYI5, the Executive recommended (and the Council approved) modifying how yard 
trim is charged. This change was made to simplify the enforcement of the yard trim drop-off process 
at the transfer station. Previously, there was no charge at the Transfer Station for residential yard trim 
drop-offs (no matter the total weight). Commercial yard trim (with no minimum weight) was charged at 
$46 per ton. Now (similar to the current practice for refuse) there is no charge for yard trim loads below 
500 pounds and a $46 per ton charge for both residential and commercial loads greater than 500 pounds. 

4. Recycling Tip Fees 

The Executive continues to recommend no fee for source separated recyclable materials dropped 
off at the recycling drop-off area of the Transfer Station. 

5. Refuse Collection Charge 

The Executive recommends an increase in this charge of $4.00 (from $66 to $70). The charge 
was last adjusted in FY13 (when it was reduced from $70 to $66). This fee is paid by homeowners in 
Subdistrict A for once weekly refuse collection service by County contractors. 

DEP Staff provided the following information regarding the increase in this charge: 

"The Refuse Collection charge is increasing in FY16 because during FY15, this fund incurred 
an additional charge of$ 421,000 to help pay for the new CNG fueling station site. Rates were 
not increased in FY15 to cover this additional cost. In FY16, it was determined in order for the 
Refuse Collection fund to maintain a net asset amount between 10%-15%, rates had to be 
increased This increase of $4.00 in the Refuse Collection charge allows sufficient reserve 
(cash) for coverage ofany unforeseen operating contingencies. " 

While this charge is going up, decreases in the base and incremental systems benefit charges 
more than offset this increase. 

6. Leaf Vacuuming Charge 

This program is managed by the Department of Transportation (DOT). A leaf vacuuming fund 
covers the costs for the program (two scheduled leaf vacuuming pickups) through fees paid by residents 
in the leaf vacuuming district (via property tax bills). The Leaf Vacuuming Fund is charged for a 
portion of its costs associated with the compo sting of leaves collected by leaf vacuuming services. 

For FYI6, the charge is recommended to remain unchanged for both single-family homes and 
multi-family properties in the leaf vacuuming district. However, the recommended six-year fiscal plan 
(see ©I7) projects a significant increase in FYI7 for single-family households in the leaf collection 
district (from $88.91 to $101.10 or 13.7 percent) and an increase of $0.47 for multi-family households 
(from $3.54 to $4.01 or 13.3 percent). Additional rate increases (albeit lower percentages) are assumed 

2 Open top containers tend to contain construction and demolition (C/O) debris, some of which can be processed at the RRF 
and some ofwhich must be sent to other facilities for processing. 
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in FY18 and beyond. An alternative to this large jump from FY17 to FY18 would be to smooth the rate 
increase by increasing the rate in FYI6, which would allow for a lower increase in FYI7. 

Council Staff asked DOT staff to consider this rate smoothing approach and DOT provided 
a rate smoothing alternative (see ©17a). In the T&E Committee's DOT General Fund Budget 
review on April 20, Council Staff presented this alternative rate schedule. 

Under this alternative: 
• 	 In FYl6 - the single-family charge would be $93 (instead of$88.91) and the multi-family charge 

would be $$3.70 instead of$3.54. 
• 	 In FYl7 - the single-family charge would be $97.02 (instead of $101.10) and the multi-family 

charge would be $$3.85 instead of$4.01. 
• 	 In FY18 - the charges and fund balance would be the same under both options. 

Council Staff recommends approval of the rate smoothing scenario. 

Summary 

Overall, the Executive is recommending slight decreases in what Solid Waste customers are 
currently paying, which is reflective of an FY16 Solid Waste budget request that includes modest 
incremental changes. According to DEP staff, three main factors have aided in making reduced rates 
possible for all sectors in FY16: 1) the Disposal Fund had an increase in cash of approximately $9 
million from FY13 to FY14; 2) the revenue projections for FY15 have increased over budgeted 
amounts; and 3) a projected decrease in expenses for FY17-FY21. 

With the exception of the recommended leaf vacuuming charge, Council Staff supports the 
FY16 Solid Waste charges as recommended by the Executive. NOTE: A resolution approving 
FY16 Solid Waste charges is tentatively scheduled for Council action on May 13. 

NOTE: In tandem with the Solid Waste charges resolution, the Executive transmits an Executive 
Regulation (ER) each year, setting residential waste estimates. The current regulation (ER 7-15) for 

. FY16 has been advertised in the April register and will be acted upon by the Council in mid-May. 

Summary of Council Staff Recommendations 

• 	 Approve the Division of Solid Waste Services FY16 Budget as recommended by the County 
Executive. 

• 	 Approve the FY16 Solid Waste Charges as recommended by the County Executive with the 
exception of the leaf vacuuming charge where Council Staff recommends the rate 
smoothing scenario described earlier. 

Attachments 
F:\Levchenko\solid Waste\Operating Budget\FY16\T&E FYl6 Solid Waste Budget 4 22 2015.docx 
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Solid Waste Services 

MISSION STATEMENT 
Provide world-class solid waste management for the people living and working in Montgomery County, in an environmentally 
progressive and economically sound manner, striving to reduce and recycle 70 percent ofour waste. Vision: We aspire to provide the 
best solid waste services in the nation and meet the needs of our diverse community. 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 
The total recommended FY16 Operating Budget for the Division of Solid Waste Services is $111,889,853, an increase of $2,349,757 
or 2.1 percent from the FY15 Approved Budget of $109,540,096. Personnel Costs comprise 10.0 percent of the budget for 79 
full-time positions and one part-time position, and a total of 103.D1 FTEs. Total Fills may include seasonal or temporary positions 
and may also reflect workforce charged to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses and Capital Outlay account for 
the remaining 90.0 percent of the FY16 budget. 

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS 
While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized: 

.:. 	 A ResponSive, Accountable County Government 

.:. 	 Healthy and Sustainable Neighborhoods 

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Perfonnance measures for this department are included below, with multi-program measures displayed at the front of this section and 
program-specific measures shown with the relevant program. The FY15 estimates reflect funding based on the FY15 approved 
budget. The FY16 and FYI7 figures are perfonnance targets based on the FYI6 recommended budget and funding for comparable 
service levels in FYI7. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND INITIATIVES 
.:. 	 The FYI6 budget includes a 4.0% rat. decrease in solid waste charges across the single-family, multi-family, and 

non-residential sectors, thereby providing relief to ratepayers in these sectors. 

.:. 	 At the conclusion of the current processing contract for mixed paper in FY16, the Division of Solid Waste Services 
will begin selling sorted .and bound mixed paper as a commodity. The budget includes the initial capital 
investment of $2. I million for this purpose, which will be recovered in the first year of operation and will generate 
net revenue of $4.6 million per year. 

•:. DSWS received Maryland Department of the Environment approval to include the County's Municipal Solid Waste 
(MSW) inc:inerator ash recycled as Alternat. Daily Cover in the County's Maryland Recycling Act (MU) Recycling 
Tonnages. 

.:. 	 Continued the food scrap recycling demonstration pro/ect in the Wellbeing Cafe in the Executive Office Building. 
Since inception of the project on November J, 20' I through June 30, 2014, a total of 45.2 tons of pre-consumer 
food scraps have been collected and diverted for recycling_ Training and educational materials are being 
provided to businesses implementing food scrap recycling collection programs at their worlcplace • 

•:. The County's Yard Trim Composting facility won the 2014 Silver Award from the Solid Waste Association of North 
America (SWANA) and the National Association of Counties (NACo) Award; and passed its first annual independent 
audit to maintain its International Organization for Standardization (ISO) '4001 (Environmental Management 
System) certification. The Resource Recovery facility (RRf) won the 20'4 USEPA Environmental Excellence Award• 

•:. Developed a broad-based multi-media education campaign to highlight the County's 70 percent recycling goal 
and motlvat. everyone living, working, and visiting In the County to recycle more materials. Part/cipat.d in several 
public affairs programs to discuss the County's goal to reduce waste and recycle 70 percent by 2020. 
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.:. 	 Through the contractor training initiative and high level of performance, and staff training, the number of missed 
collections and complaints were reduced, and contamination of paper in the commingled stream at the Materials 
Recovery Facility (MRF) were reduced• 

•:. In FYJ4, conducted seven confidential paper shredding/recycling and reusable clothing/household item donation 
collection events throughout the County, serving 5,205 vehicles. About JOB. r tons of confidential paper and 
cardboard were collected for shredding and recycling, and four box trucks were nearly filled with donated clothing 
and household items for reuse distribution through a variety of charitable organizations in Montgomery County • 

•:. According to Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE), the County's Calendar Year 20'2 recycling rate is 
54.B' percent. Achieved the maximum allowable 5 percent source reduction credit awarded by MDE. The County's 
Calendar Year 20f2 Waste Diversion Rate is 59.Bf percent, the highest In the state for the 2nd consecutive year. 

•:. 	Productivity Improvements 

- During FY14, onsite diesel fuel usage by Dickerson Yard Trim Composting Facility equipment was reduced by 
approximately f 6% (7,172 gallons), a savings of $22,349, compared to FY13. This was achieved despite a 7.6% 
(4,B69 tons) increase in leaves and grass processed at the facility. 

- Nlon/tor contractor performance to maintain high level of service and customer satisfaction. Continue to deliver 
recycling bins and carts In a timely manner, despite a 30% Increase in requests. 

- Continue efforts to coordinate and integrate the execution and completion of recycling outreach, education, 
training, and evaluation proJects to increase cost efficiencies and effectiveness, and ensure that the maximum 
amount of recycling is achieved. The majority of artwork and other educational materials was developed 
Internally. Estimated savings for FYI4 was approximately $ I I B,239. 

PROGRAM CONTACTS 
Contact Scott McClure of the Division of Solid Waste Services at 240.777.6436 or Matt Schaeffer of the Office of Management and 
Budget at 240.777.2751 for more information regarding this department's operating budget. 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 

Administration and Support 
This program provides budget management, program and management analysis, contract administration, and administrative support; 
manages enterprise fund business processes and supports solid waste policy issues through system evaluation and analyses which 
includes rate setting and fiscal health management; performs financial analysis of enterprise funds, revenue forecasting and 
enhancement, ratepayer database management, hauler billing processing, and system-wide tonnage tracking and reporting; maintain 
statistical waste generation data, headline performance measures, and County Stat data; provide for the overall operation and 
maintenance of existing computer equipment, as well as the purchase of any new automation equipment and technology to support 
effective and efficient achievement of the Division's mission. 

Program Performance Measures 
Actual 
FY13 

Actual 
FY14 

Estimat",d 
FY15 

Target 
FY16 

Targ",t 
FY17 

Single-Family Solid Waste Charge: System Benefit Charge, covers the 
portion of the County costs of providing basic solid waste services for 
single-family waste not covered by disposal ond tipping fees (dollars per 
household 1 

214 214 214 205 204 

1 Denotes the System Benefit Charge - Charges assessed to improved properties that help cover the costs of basic programs and facilities to 
manage all County solid waste generation. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY15 Approved 3,615,194 23.58 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -20,418 0.00 

due to staff turnover reo anizations, and other bud et chan es affectin multi Ie ro rams. 
FY16 CE Recommended 3,594,776 23.58 

Commercial Recycling and Waste Reduetion 
This program provides for mandatory commercial sector recycling and waste reduction for all businesses, as well as the review of 
recycling and waste reduction plans and annual reports from all large and medium-sized businesses, as well as targeted small 
businesses. Through this program, technical support, assistance, education, outreach, and training is provided to the commercial' 
sector in the areas of recycling, reuse, buying recycled products, and waste reduction. This program also provides for enforcement of 
the County's recycling regulations and other requirements of the County Code as they apply to non-residential waste generators. All 
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program initiatives and services apply to businesses, not-for-profit organizations, as well as federal, state and local government 
facilities. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY15 Approved 2,045,850 11.00 
Increase Cost: Continuation of 70% Recycling Goal Media Campaign 155,000 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -219,538 0.00 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
FY16 CE Recommended 1,981,312 11.00 

Dickerson Compost Facility 
This program includes all processing, transporting, composting, and marketing of yard trim received by the County, including leaves 
received from the County's Leaf Vacuuming Program. Processing includes grinding brush to produce mulch at the Transfer Station. 
Transportation included is for hauling leaves and grass from the Transfer Station, located in Derwood, MD to the Compo sting 
Facility, located in Dickerson, MD. Composting of all leaves and grass produces a high-quality soil amendment, sold wholesale as 
LeafGro in bulk and bagged forms. The budget is net ofwholesale receipts. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY15 Approved 4,575,256 1.15 
Increase Cost: Compost Facility - mandatory contractual Increases 381,806 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
743,433 0.00 

FY16 CE Recommended 5,700,495 1.15 

Dickerson Master Plan Implementation 
This program provides for the implementation of the Dickerson Solid Waste Facilities Master Plan. This plan identifies the 
environmental, community, and operational effects of solid waste facilities in the Dickerson area (the RRF, the Site 2 Landfill, and 
the Compost Facility) and outlines policies and actions to mitigate those effects. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY15 Approved 94,052 0.57 
Decrease Cost: Dickerson Master Plan - Dickerson study costs -2,052 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
2,683 0.00 

FY16 CE Recommended 94,683 0.57 

Gude Landfill 
The purpose of this program is to monitor air and water quality around the landfill, maintain stormwater management and erosion 
control structures, maintain site roads, and manage the landfill gas through collection, flaring, and gas-to-energy systems. In addition, 
it encompasses all operational functions necessary to maintain the Gude Landfill, which closed in 1982, in an environmentally sound 
and cost-effective manner. In addition, planning for further remediation mandated by the Maryland Department of the Environment 
to minimize potentially adverse environmental impacts and the design of post-closure uses for the site that serve the community are 
part of this program. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY15 Approved 928,075 1.31 
Increase Cost: Gude Landfill - mandatory contractual increases and changes in landfill-to-gas project revenue 489,547 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
25,385 0.00 

FY16 CE Recommended 1,443,007 1.31 

Household and Small Quantity Household Hazardous Materials 
This program funds a contractor to receive, sort, pack, ship, and properly dispose of household hazardous waste such as flammable 
products, insecticides, mercury, and reactive and corrosive chemicals. These products are brought in by residents and processed at 
State and Federally-approved hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. This program also includes outreach to 
educate residents regarding the potential dangers of certain household products and to reduce generation of hazardous waste; it also 
provides assistance to businesses that qualify as small-quantity generators of hazardous waste by providing them with an economical 
and environmentally safe disposal option. The materials are handled through the County's hazardous waste contractor and permitted 
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hazardous waste management facilities. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

m5Approved 1,02 ,507 .00 
Increase Cost: Household Waste Detoxification - mandato contractual increases 19,656 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes -, 0.00 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
FY16 CE Recommended . 1,049,162 0.00 

Housing and Environmental Permit Enforcement 
Enforcement provided by the Department of Housing and Community Affairs under this program consists of six related components. 
Staff respond to resident complaints dealing with: storage and removal of solid waste; illegal solid waste dumping activities in the 
County; storage of unregistered vehicles on private property throughout the County; storage of inoperable vehicles on private 
property; improper screening of dumpsters, particularly those in shopping areas; and control and regulation of weeds throughout the 
County. The program includes a "Clean and Lien" component, which provides for the removal of dangerous or unsightly trash, 
perimeter grass, and weeds on properties which the owners have failed to maintain as required. Also under this program, the 
Department of Environmental Protection provides surface and subsurface environmental compliance monitoring at all County solid 
waste facilities, and reviews reports ofair monitoring ofthe Resource Recovery Facility (RRF). 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

m5Approved 1,164,926 9.93 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
64,409 0.00 

FY16 CE Recommended 1,229,335 9.93 

Oales Landfill 
This program maintains the closed Oaks Landfill in an environmentally sound and cost-effective manner in accordance with 
applicable State and Federal regulations. Mandated duties under this program include maintaining monitoring wells for landfill gas 
and water quality around the landfill; managing landfill gas through collection, flaring, and gas-to-energy systems; maintaining 
leachate storage and pre-treatment facilities; and perfonning other required site maintenance. This program also provides for the 
acceptance and treatment ofwaste generated by the cleanout of stonn water oil/grit separators. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

App 
Increose Cost: Oaks landfill - monitorin activities 190,127 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensotion changes, employee benefit changes, changes -15,533 0.00 

due to staff turnover, reo anizations, and other bud et chan as affectin multi Ie ro rams. 
FY16 CE Recommended 1,704,496 1.52 ! 

Out-of-County Refuse Disposal 
This program provides for the rail shipment of ash residue that is designated for recycling or disposal from the Resource Recovery 
Facility (RRF) to Fulton Rail Yard near Richmond, Virginia, where it is unloaded and transported by truck to a contracted landfill 
facility where the ash is processed for further metals removal and recycling. Ash may be beneficially reused as alternate daily cover 
and road base within the lined areas of modern landfill facilities owned by Republic Services. The dedicated landfill in Brunswick 
County, Virginia is still available for ash or other materials that cannot be recycled. This program also provides for the shipment of 
nonprocessible waste, such as construction material and, if necessary, bypass waste, from the Transfer Station to either recycling 
facilities or the contracted landfill in Brunswick County. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

pp 9,483,037 1.00 
Increase Cost: Out-of-Coun Haul - Increase in tonna e of hauled material 927,882 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 3,292 0.00 

due to staff turnover, reo anizations, and other bud et chan as affectin multi Ie ro rams. 
FY16 CE Recommended 10,414,211 1.00 

Recycling & Waste Reduction - Multi-Family Dwellings 
This program provides for mandatory recycling and waste reduction for multi-family properties. Program efforts include technical 
support, assistance, education, outreach and training about recycling, reuse, buying recycled products, and waste reduction, in 
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addition to the review and monitoring of waste reduction and recycling plans and annual reports. This program also provides for 
enforcement of the County's recycling regulations and other requirements of the County Code, as they apply to multi-family waste 
generators. 

Recycling Center 
This program provides for the separation, processing, and marketing of recyclable materials (glass, metal, and plastic). The 
Recycling Center also serves as a transfer point for shipping residential mixed paper for processing. The Recycling Center receives 
recyclable material collected under the County curbside collection program, as well as from municipalities and multi-family 
properties which have established similar types of programs. The materials are then sorted and shipped to markets for recycling. This 
program also provides for the management of the County's residential mixed paper. Residential mixed paper includes newspaper, 
corrugated containers, kraft paper bags, magazines, telephone directories, and unwanted mail. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY15 Approved 
Increase Cost: Disposal Fund Capital Items 
Increase Cost: Recycling Center Program - mandato.::;ry"--"c"'-o:.::nt:.:...ra=-:d:.:.;u:..:a:.:,l.:.:.in:.;:c:..;:re;.:;a=-S8S'-"----:-_---:-_-::----:-__-: 
Multi-program adiustments, including negotiated compensation changElS, employee benefWchanges, changes 

,7 , 1 
3,905,757 

197,009 
-2,257,257 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budgEl't-,"c",ha...n=EIS=affe=c:.::ti:::n;a..;:mc:.:u:..::lt::ri:.::le:cLro~.:.:m:..::m:.::s,,-.--------=-:::-::-::-:::c:-::----::--::c::--i 
FY16 CE Recommended 8,592,519 3.00 

Recycling Outreach & Education 
This program provides for broadly educating everyone living and working in the County about recycling, reuse, buying recycled 
products, compo sting, grasscycling, waste reduction, mandates and requirements, and the need to comply with applicable County 
laws. Public education is an important effort which supports solid waste program goals and ensures the success of recycling 
initiatives and working to achieve the County's recycling goal. 

Attual Actual Estimated Target Target 
Program Performance Measures FY13 FY14 FYI 5 FY16 FYl1 

10,987 10,014 12,000 12,000 12,000 
60% 61% 63% 64% 66% 

2=.;7:-:7,.,..,9:-:9:-:5__2=.;8:-:8:-'-:.4:-:1..:..3_--...:2"-':9.?',054 305,408 314,0691 
~6~0~9~,1~51~__~6-=.3~7,~9~09~~_ ~6:..:6~0~,3~5~4_____ 6=-=8~4~fl:..:8:..:3~__~7~09~f~0~16 

F"~...:...::=<-=:..::.t...::::.:.:.:.;......:.,:= =>l=______________ 

1 CY14 dato is an estimate 

25,058 25,771 26,844 27,928 29,061 

306,()9:::8:-_-=.32:::-3::.r,~72:...:6:----=-33:-:6:-r.,4:::5:-,:6:--3=c5:-,:0:__c,8:_.:4:.:=6--3=c6:-,:5:__c,8:-,:836 

2 CY14 data is an estimate 
3 FY14 perfonnance is despite staffing vacancies 
.. Adopted the State of Maryland methodology for measuring the County's recycling rate; beginning with CY12 this measure is the Waste Diversion 

Rate (Recycling Rate + Source Redudion Credit). The reporting is performed on a calendar year basis. CY14 data is an estimate 
5 CY14 data is an estimate 
6 CY14 is an estimate 

Residential Collection 
This program provides for securing, administering, monitoring, and enforcing countywide contracts with private collectors for 
collection of residential refuse and recyclables, and responding to the service needs of residents. Staff processes service requests 
from MC311 to ensure timely fulfillment by collection contractors. This program also provides for enforcement of the County's 
recycling regulations as they apply to single-family waste generators, and enforcement of relevant parts of Chapter 48 of the County 
Code. Staff maintains the database of households served and administers the billing of that service. 
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FYJ6 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY15 Approved 25,950,923 22.00 
Increase Cost: Residential Recycling - madatory contadual increases and recycling~illPurchases 428,407 0.00 
Increase Cost: Contrad services for recycling bin delivery (includes one-time capital cost for delivery truck) 116,357 0.00 

~TrtlrI~t(l portion of Permitting Inspector from the Disposal Fund to Residential Refuse Colledion Program 41,447 0.50 
Decrease Cost: Residential Refuse Colledion program - contrad adiustment -12,709 0.00 
Shift: Transfer portion of Permitting Inspedor to the Refuse Collection program -41,447 0.50 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reo!llanizations, and other budget changes affecting multipllilprograms. 
-29,519 0.00 

l!:!'16 CE Recommended 26,453,459 23.00 

Resource Recovery facility & Related Waste Transfer 
This program provides for the operation of the Montgomery County Resource Recovery Facility (RRF). The RRF serves as the 
primary disposal facility for non-recycled waste generated in the County. Renewable energy in the form of electricity is generated by 
the combustion of municipal solid waste and is sold into the competitive energy market. Ferrous metals are recovered and recycled. 
Extensive environmental and operational monitoring is conducted, to meet contractual obligations and all applicable regulatory 
standards. This program also includes costs for related operations at the Transfer Station and for transportation of waste from the 
Transfer Station to the RRF. 

FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY15 Approved 45,026,231 1.25 
Decrea~~Cos::-:-::":t:=-:R:-es-o-ur-c-e-::R:-e-co-ve-~-ry=-Fa-c-::il::-ity--:-::(IR:-'::R-::F:-)-plr-o-glra-m-c-os-t-s--------------------".'='2,c::5:=:5-=7"',9=-=3'-'9---0-=-.==0-=0-1 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 8,328 0.00 

due to staff turnover, rearganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
FY16 CE Recommended 42,476,620 1.25 

Satellite Site 
This program provides for the operation of a satellite drop-off site at the Poolesville Highway Services Depot. Residents can bring 
bulky materials to this site. The site, which operates only on weekends, provides drop-off for trash items as a convenience to County 
residents and reduces the incidence of roadside dumping. The material that is collected is then transported to the Transfer Station in 
Rockville. 

FYJ6 Recommended Changes 

FY15 Approved 

Expenditures 

227,309 

FTEs 

1.70 
Muhi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 
4,737 0.00 

FY16 CE Recommended 232,046 1.70 

Site 2 
This program provides for the management of properties acquired for a potential future landfill. All properties are leased and/or used 
by private residents. Management activities include the inspection, evaluation, and maintenance of leased agricultural land, 
single-family dwellings, and agricultural buildings. Activities are coordinated with the Department ofGeneral Services as needed. 
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FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY15 Approved 143,181 0.40 
Increase Cost: Site 2 Landfill - Maintenance of Chiswell House Historical Site 11,320 0.00 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 2,013 0.00 

due h>staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting Illultiple programs. 
FY16 CE Recommended 156,514 0.40 

Solid Waste Transfer Station 
The purpose of this program is to provide a receiving, processing, and shipping facility for municipal solid waste generated within 
the County. Waste that is handled or recycled includes scrap metal, oil and anti-freeze, textiles, car batteries, and construction 
material. County staff operates the scale-house and oversees general operations, while contractors provide for the receipt and transfer 
of waste and operate the public unloading facility and recycling drop-off areas. This program includes enforcement of the County's 
ban on delivery of recyclables mixed with trash delivered for disposal and the inspection and licensing of waste collection vehicles; 
and it provides for the regulation and enforcement of certain provisions of Chapter 48 of the County Code, including licensing 
requirements for refuse and recycling commercial collectors, and haulers of solid waste and recyclables. 

Program Performance Measures 
Actual 
FY13 

Actual 
FY14 

Estimated 
FY15 

Target 
FY16 

Target 
FY17 

Number of Customers Dropping Off Household Hazardous Waste at the 78,292 78,500 

-progrom including compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 
due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other bud9Erl chan9es affecting multiple programs. 

FY16 CE Recommended 4,661,405 15.00 

Support for Recycling Volunteers 
The mission of this program is to recruit and retain resident volunteers to augment available staff resources to educate the general 
public and thereby improve participation in waste reduction, recycling, and buying recycled programs. This resident-to-resident and 
peer-to-peer contact is very effective in motivating people living and working in the County to actively participate more in recycling. 

FYI6 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

App ,64 
FY16 CE Recommended 136,649 0.00 

Waste System Planning 

This program supports the planning and development of solid waste programs in accordance with the mandates of the County's Ten 

Year Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan. This may include evaluating existing source reduction, recycling, composting, 

collection, and disposal programs and policies with the intent of achieving solid waste program goals. 


FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

App 332,593 2.60 
IncTe(lse Cost: Recycling incentives stlld"-y__-:-_________ ;----;;----;:-:--;-__----;______-'2::.:0~I_=_OO::_:0=_--_=_0.~0~0---l 
Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, changes 18,043 0.00 

due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting mlJl~tiLCpl-"-e-"p-,-ro,-,,gL..ra...;mc...s"-'________-=-=~-=-:-_______--i 

FY16 CE Recommended 370,636 2.60 

Yard Trim Reduction Program 
The purpose of this program is to provide education and training to residents, multi-family properties, and businesses to reduce the 
amount of yard trim materials (grass, leaves, and brush) generated and also to manage what is generated on-site through- both 
grasscycling and composting, thus reducing the amount ofyard trim materials that must be collected, transported, and managed at the 
County's Compost Facility in Dickerson or at private compost facilities. 
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FY16 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

App o 
m 6 CE Recommended 80,353 0.00 

BUDGET SUMMARY 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION 
EXPENDITURES 

Operating Expenses 

Actual Budget Estimated Recommended % Chg 
FY14 FY15 FY15 FY16 Bud/Ret 

879,176 928,157 932,183 993,833 7.1% 
287874 324440 324,444 338160 4.2%1 

1,167,050 1,252,.597 1,256,627 1,331,993 6.3% 
4,708,589 5,162,238 5,032,238 5,145,946 -0.3% 

C . 10 Ia Pita utay 
Solid Waste Collection Expenditures 5,875,639 6,414,835 6,288,865 6,477,939 1.0% 

PERSONNEL 
Full-Time 4 4 4 4 -
Parf-TIme ° ° ° 0 -
FrEs 10.43 10.59 10.59 11.09 4.7% 

i. REVENUES 
Investment Income 2,293 1,220 4,220 16410 1245.1% 
Systems Benefit Charge 
Other Chaiges/Fees 

6,029,414 
11,299 

6,052,200 

° 
6,040,948 

° 
6,428,730 

° 
6.2% 

-
Solid Was" Collection Revenues 6,043,006 6,053,420 6,045,168 6,445,140 6.5% 

ISOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 
EXPENDITURES 
Salaries and Wages 6,702,918 7,035,656 6,981,453 7,255,672 3.1% 
Employee Benefits 
Solid Was" Disposal Personnel Costs 

2,330,154 
9,033,072 

2,536,354 
9,5~010 

2,506,310 
9,487,763 

2,656,792 
9,912,464 

4.7% 
3.6% 

Operating Expenses 83,311,302 91,696045 91,248,721 91552,993 -0.2%: 
Capital Outlay 0 1,857,206 ° 3,946,457 112.5% 
Solid Wastv Disposal Expenditures 92,344,374 103,125,261 100,736,484 105,411,914 2.2% 

PERSONNEL 

. 0o o -!° 

Full-TIme 75 75 75 75 ­
Parf-Time 0 1 1 1 -
FTEs 91.78 92.42 92.42 91.92 -0.5% 

REVENUES 
Investment Income 40,553 

80,347 
0 

4,271,232 
20,998,946 
68,900,752 

237,918 
56,934 
13,145 

94,599,827 

140,260 
5,013,514 

4,445,436° 
27,509,320 
59,061,380 

22,000° 
15,000 

96,206,910 

74,580 289,990 106.8% 
6,053,034 5!736,474 14.4% 

43,000 39,719 -, 
4,250,436 5,232,584 17.7%1 

28,261,174 28480257 3.5% 
58,903,640 56,240,992 -4.8%: 

195,000 238,628 
22,000 56,934 158.8%. 
15,000 13,145 -12.4%i 

97,817,864 96,328,723 0.1% 

1DEPARTMENT TOTALS 

Total Part-Time Positions 

107,025,349 111 ,889,853 2.1% 
79 79 

1 1 -I 

98,220,013 
79 

0 

109,540,096 
79 

1 
! Total FTEs 102.21 103.01 103.01 103.01 

Total Revenues 100,642,833 102,260,330 103,863,032 102,773,863 0.5%i 
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FY16 RECOMMENDED CHANGES 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION 

FY15 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Shift: Transfer a portion of Permitting Inspector from the Disposal Fund to Residential Refuse Collection 

Program [Residential Collection] 
Increase Cost: FY16 Compensation Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Retiree Health Insurance Pre-funding Adjustment 
Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail 
Decrease Cost: Annualization of FY15 Personnel Costs 
Decrease Cost: Motor Pool Rate Adjustment 
Decrease Cost: Residential Refuse Collection program - contract adjustment [Residential Collection1 

FY16 RECOMMENDED: 

Expenditures FTEs 

6,414,835 10.59 

41,447 0.50 

39,399 0.00 
9,403 0.00 
6,750 0.00 
3,128 0.00 
1,860 0.00 

-7,443 0.00 
-8,251 0.00 

-10,480 0.00 
-12,709 0.00 

6,477,939 11.09 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 

FY15 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 
Increase Cost: Disposal Fund Capital Items [Recycling Center1 
Increase Cost: Out-of.County Haul -Increase in tonnage of hauled material [Out-of·County Refuse 

Disposal] 
Increase Cost: Gude Landfill - mandatory contractual increases and changes in landfill-to-gas project 

revenue [Gude Landfill] 
Increase Cost: Residential Recycling - madatory contactual increases and recycling bin purchases 

[Residential Collection] 
Increase Cast: Compost Facility - mandatory contractual Increases [Dickerson Compost Facility] 
Increase Cost: FY16 Compensation Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Recycling Center Program - mandatory contractual increases [Recycling Center) 
Increase Cost: Oaks Landfill - monitoring activities [Oaks Landfill] 
Increase Cost: Continuation of 70% Recycling Goal Media Campoign [Commercial Recycling and Waste 

Reduction1 
Increase Cost: Contract services for recycling bin delivery (includes one-time capital cost for delivery truck) 

[Residential Collection] 
Increase Cost: Outreach and Education campaign· for print and other advertising related to Bill 41-14 

[Recycling Outreach & Education1 
Increase Cast: Risk Management Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Transfer Station - mandatory annual contractual increases [Solid Waste Transfer Station] 
Increase Cost: Retiree Health Insurance Pre-funding Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Charges from other departments 
Increase Cost: Multifamily Recycling Program - mandatory contractual increases [Recycling & Waste 

Reduction· Multi-Family Dwellings] 
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 
Increase Cost: Recycling incentives study [Waste System Planning] 
Increase Cost: Hausehold Waste Detoxification - mandatory contractual increases [Household and Small 

Quantity Household Hazardous Materials] 
Increase Cost: Site 2 Landfill - Maintenance of Chiswell House Historical Site [Site 2] 
Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail 
Decrease Cost: Dickerson Master Plan - Dickerson study costs [Dickerson Master Plan Implementation] 
Shift: Transfer portion of Permitting Inspector to the Refuse Collection program [Residential Collection1 
Decrease Cost: Annualization of FY15 Personnel Costs 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY15 
Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY15 - Capital 
Decrease Cost: Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) program costs [Resource Recovery Facility & Related Waste 

Transfer] 

FY16 RECOMMENDED: 

103,125,261 92.42 

3,905,757 0.00 
927,882 0.00 

489,547 0.00 

428,407 0.00 

381,806 0.00 
320,490 0.00 
197,009 0.00 
190,127 0.00 
155,000 0.00 

116,357 0.00 

90,000 0.00 

73,230 0.00 
73,103 0.00 
51,165 0.00 
40,260 0.00 
38,406 0.00 
28,228 0.00 

25,328 0.00 
20,000 0.00 
19,656 0.00 

11,320 0.00 
-397 0.00 

-2,052 0.00 
-41,447 0.50 
-63,966 -1.00 

-773,418 0.00 
-1,857,206 0.00 
-2,557,939 0.00 

105,411,914 91.92 
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PROGRAM SUMMARY 

FY15 Approved FY16 Recommended 

Program Name Expenditures FTEs Expenditures FTEs 

Administration and Support 3,615,194 23.58 3,594,776 23.58 
Commercial Recycling and Waste Reduction 2,045,850 11.00 1,981,312 11.00 
Dickerson Compost Facility 4,575,256 1.15 5,700,495 1.15 
Dickerson Master Plan Implementation 94,052 0.57 94,683 0.57 
Gude Landfill 928,075 1.31 1,443,007 1.31 
Household and Small Quantity Household Hazardous Materials 1,029,507 0.00 1,049,162 0.00 
Housing and Environmental Permit Enforcement 1,164,926 9.93 1,229,335 9.93 
Oaks landfill 1,529,902 1.52 1,704,496 1.52 
Out-of-County Refuse Disposal 9,483,037 1.00 10,414,211 1.00 
Recycling & Waste Reduction - Multi-Family Dwellings 830,889 4.00 864,512 4.00 
Recycling Center 6,747,010 3.00 8,592,519 3.00 
Recycling Outreach & Education 614,667 2.00 653,663 2.00 
Residential Collection 25,950,923 22.00 26,453,459 23.00 
Resource Recovery Facility & Related Waste Transfer 45,026,231 1.25 42,476,620 1.25 
Satellite Site 227,309 1.70 232,046 1.70 
Site 2 143,181 0.40 156,514 OAO 
Solid Waste Transfer Station 4,984,492 16.00 4,661,405 15.00 
Support for Recycling Volunteers 136,649 0.00 136,649 0.00 
Waste System Planning 332,593 2.60 370,636 2.60 
Yard Trim Reduction Pro ram 80,353 0.00 80,353 0.00 
Total 109,540,096 103.01 111,889,853 103.01 

CHARGES TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS 
FY15 FY16 

Charged Department Charged Fund Total$ FTEs TotalS FTEs 

iSOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 
General Services County General Fund 276,438 0.00 266,476 0.00 
liquor Control liquor Control 20,574 0.00 20,276 0.00 
Parking District Services Bethesda Parking District 73,697 0.00 71,777 0.00 
Parking District Services Montgomery Hills Parking District 2,303 0.00 2,243 0.00 
Parking District Services Silver Spring Parking District 140,484 0.00 136,825 0.00 
Parking District Services Wheaton Parking District 13,818 0.00 13,458 0.00 
Total 527,314 0.00 511,055 0.00 

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS 
CE REC. ($OOO's) 

Title FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 
This table Is Intended to present Significant future fiscal Impacts of the department's programs. 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION 
Expenditures 
fY16 Recommended 6,478 6,478 6,478 6,478 6,478 

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections. 
Labor Contracts 0 6 6 6 6 

These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adiustments, service increments, and associated benefits. 

6,478 

6 

I 

Retiree Health Insurance Pre-funding 0 0 -1 -2 -2 -2 
These figures represent the estimated cost of pre-funding retiree health insurance costs for the County's workforce 

Subtotal Expenditures 6,478 6,484 6,483 6,482 6,482 6,482 

! 
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 

Expenditures 
fY16 Recommended 105,412 105,412 105,412 105,412 105,412 105,412 

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections. 
Elimination of One-Time Items Recommended In fY16 0 ·318 -318 -318 -318 -318 

Items approved for one-time funding in FY16 - including contination of 70% recycling goal media campaign ($155,000); outreach and 
education for polystyrene ban ($90,000); Capital costs for delivery truck for blue recycling bins ($52,857); and small study for recycling 
incentives ($20,000). 

Labor Contracts 0 57 57 57 57 57 
These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service increments, and associated benefits. 

I 


I 
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CE REC. ($OOO's) 

Title FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 

Equipment Replacement Purchase Schedule 0 204 -173 -1,577 -3,712 -2,170 

This item outlines known capital equipment purchases based on the current replacement schedule through FY20. FY16 replacement 

schedule includes $2.362 million for the compost facility, $0.098 million for the tronsfer station, $0.091 million for the recycling center, 

and $0.055 million for infonnation technology infrastructure costs. 


Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) Debt Service Schedule 0 -21,407 -21,407 -21,407 -21,407 -21,407 
Debt restructuring and debt payoff at the end of FY16. 

Retiree Health Insurance Pre-funding 0 0 -14 -29 -37 -45 
These figures represent the estimated cost of pre-funding retiree health insurance costs for the County's workforce. 

Subtotal Expenditures '05,4'2 83,948 83,558 82,J38 79,995 81,528 
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SOLID WASTE ENTERPRISE FUND 

RATES AND FISCAL PROJECTIONS FOR FY16-21 

Assumptions: 

• 	 Refuse collection services are maintained at their current level, with the annual household 
collection charge increasing $4.00 (6.1 %) from $66.00 in FY 15 to $70.00 in FY16. 

• 	 The disposal fee for municipal solid waste received at the Transfer Station (known as the "Tipping 
Fee") is unchanged at $56.00 per ton. 

• 	 Solid waste system service charges are adjusted to ensure the fiscal health of the fund (i.e., positive 
cash and retained earnings). In FY 16, the County Executive is recommending a 4.0% reduction in 
solid waste rates across all sectors. This reduction equates to the following impact on rates: 

Current Rate Reduction (4.0%) Revised Rate for FYI6 
Single-Family: $213.75 ($8.64) $205.11 
Multi-Family: $16.73 ($0.67) $16.06 
Non -Residential 
(medium category): $621.21 ($25.08) $596.13 

• 	 Expenditures for certain programs, such as the Resource Recovery Facility, Out-of-County Haul, 
and Mixed Paper Recycling, are calculated based on waste generation. disposal. and recycling 
estimates. as well as inflation. Other expenditures are increased by inflation, except where contract 
or scheduled costs apply. 

• 	 At the conclusion of the current processing contract for mixed paper in FY16. the Division of Solid 
Waste Services will begin selling sorted and bound mixed paper as a commodity. The budget 
includes the initial capital investment of $2.1 million for this purpose, which will be recovered in 
the first year of operation and will generate net revenue of $4.6 million per year. 
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Indirod 0001 Rate 

CPllI'iscaI Year) 

',.,..._nllneom" YI"ld 

psp OPER. IUDGIJ APPROP! UPS. 
Ope""lnfj 8udge! 
labor Atr.men! 

Rell_ Hoahh Insurance p,..FundlnG 

SvIIt....., PIP 0 .............Approp I Exp.. 

YEAI END FUND BALANCE 

IND.oF-YIAI RISE1:Y15 AS A 

PERCENt OF RISOURCIS 

n/a 
o 

1,462,,184 t,211,535 

AlSumptions: 
1. Refuse collection charges are adjusted to acheive cost recovel)'. 

Notes: 
1. The refuse calledion charge is adjusted annually fa fund the approved service program and to maintain an ending net asset balance between 10')(, 
and 15" of resources atthe end of the six-year planning period. 
2. These projedions are based on the Executive's Recommended budget and include the revenue and resource asoum plions of that budget. The 
projected future expenditures, revenues, and fund balances may vary based on changes not assumed here. 
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FY16·21 DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE SERVICES 

FISCAL PROJECTIONS 
ESTIMATED 

1"1'15 
PRO./ECTED 

FY11 
PROJECTED 

FY17 
PROJECTED 

1"1'18 
PROJECTED 

1"1'19 
PROJECTED 

1"1'20 
PROJECTED 

1"1'21 

Silgje..Faml~ Charges ($IHouseholdj 

% enange il rate from prevlotJ8 year 

Mulll-Famlly Chargea ($IOweling Unnl 

% change ilrate from previous year 

Nonl9Sldentlal Charges (medium "category' cilargel 

% ohange il rate trom pllIvlous year 
NonlllSldenllal Charges (average $.<2000 sq. It.) 

213.75 

0.0% 

16.73 

0.0% 

621.21 

0.0% 
239.72 

205.11 

-4.0% 

IS.os 

-4.0% 

596.13 

-4.0% 
226.61 

203.115 

-o.6'!1. 

15.68 

-2.4'!1. 

590.45 
-1.0% 

224.46 

193.30 

-5.2% 

15.30 

-2.4% 

5011.\10 

'13.8% 
193.46 

1113.90 

-4.11% 

14.40 

-5.9% 

396.99 
-21.6,.. 
151.67 

179AI 

-2.4% 

13.90 
-3.5% 

319.38 

-20.0% 
121.41 

116.36 
.1.7% 

12.04 

-13.4% 

25323 

-20.7% 
96.26 

OPERATIONS CALCULATION 

REVEHUES 

Disposal Fees 

Cilarges for SeIVicealSBC 

Misoallaneoua 

Investment Income 

SubIOIIIIR_..... 

INTERFUND TRANSFERS 

EXPENDITURES 

PEt_nnel Costa 

Operating Expenses 

Cap~aI Outlay 

OlIIer Expen,lnure Restrlc!lons Raised n PrIGr Years) 

Sublollll Expendlwres 

CURRENT RECEIPTS TO CIP 

parENTIAL FUTURE EXPENDITURE (Glide Remedlallon) 

PAYOUTOFGUDEREMED~T~ 

PAYOUT OF CLOSURE COSTS (NonoClp) 
CY ACCRUED CLOSURE COSTS 

28,261,174 

58,903,639 

10,578,471 

74,560 

97,817,864 

834,305 

(9.467.753) 

(89,391.515) 

(1,857,206) 

(100,7311,484) 

(T18,OOO) 

1,4114,904 
(30,422) 

28,460,257 

56,240,992 

11,317,484 

269,990 

96,3211,723 

683,994 

(9,912.484) 

(91 ,552,993) 

(3,946,467) 

(106,411,914 
. . 

7411,000 

'",,495 
(36,429 

29,!l62,857 

56,433,121 

14,7113,768 

557.870 

lOO,B37.21S 

981,333 

(10,360,507) 

(74,031,655) 

(4,150,4501 

(88,542,612 . 
{T56,oo0 

75S,DOO 

1,714,994 
(45,500 

29,656,963 

51,866,851 

14,824,536 

780,740 

97,129,090 

858,848 

(10.840.198) 

(76,1110.468) 

(3,773,955) 

(91,424,841) 

" 
( 1,090,0(0) 
1,090,000 

1,763,6S2 
(48,6S8) 

30,309,815 

46,110,014 

14,860,820 

1,003,810 

92,284.459 

119,808 

(11,320,419) 

(77,556,038) 

(2,369,541) 

(91,246,998 

" 
{732,DOO 

732,DOO 

1,1110,2D 
(46,601] 

30,976,387 

42,934,223 

14,697,214 

1,226,880 

90,034,704 

346,485 

(11,804,933) 

(80,960.785) 
(234,146) 

(92,999,886 

-
(484,000 
484,000 

I,l15S,479 
(45,190 

31,1156,250 

39,932,313 

14,934,223 

1,561.460 

118,084,26S 

415,5110 

(12,310,184) 

(83,975,652) 

(1.776,079) 

(98,0111,915) . 
(941,000) 

1141,000 

1,901,887 
(46,388) 

NET CHANGE (1,337,833) (6,1120,128 14,1145.431 8,278,291 3,621,1151 (808,388 (7,706,5110) 

CASH POSITION 

ENDING CASH .. INVESTMENTS 

Unrealriclad Cash 
Restricted Cash 
SublOlIIl Cash .. In__nIB 

RESERVE 0& LIABILITY REQUIREMENTS 

Management ReBeIV.. 

Debt SelVlce Reserve 

Future S)IIIIem Contilgency ReselVe 

Research 0& Devebpment Reserve 

Renewal 0& Replacement Rtl88lVtI 

Stabilly R ...... rve 

SublO1a1 Reserve flequlremenlB 
CIGsurelPostcmure liabmy 
Gude Remediation liability 
Current liabilities Not Includng OebtiCiGsure 
Sublo1a1 Ren.... & Uabillty RequlllllllllllIB 

29.796,442 

32,947.033 

62,743,475 

(26,352,978) 

-
(1,000,000) 

(298,01111) 

(3,986,806) 

<',309,1119) 
(32,947,033) 

(13.582.659) 
(28,500.000) 

(75,029,692) 

27,460,461 

28,009,046 

55,419,507 

(22,135,853) 

(1,000,000) 

(298.080) 
(4,075,313) 

(500,000) 

{28,009,046 

(11,949,590) 
(27,754,000) 

-
{67,712,636 

38,488,350 

31,428,8011 

67,917,15. 

(22,856,180) 

(1,000,000 

(298,os0 

(4,178.011) 
(3,096,557) 

(31.428,808 
(10,280,D96) 
(26,998,000) 

. 
(68,706,904 

41.372,119 

32.354,028 

73,726,147 

(22,811,499) 
. 

(1.000,000) 

(298,080) 

(4,287.892) 
(3,955.557) 

(32,354,0211) 

(8,565,101) 
(25.908,000) 

-
(16,927,129) 

40,958,412 

34,539,364 

75.497,778 

(23,249,967) 

(1,000.000) 

(296,080) 

(4,392,088) 
(5,599.229) 

{34,539,3S4 
(6,801,419) 

(25,176,oo0) 
. 

(66,516,7113 

38,0119.185 

35,134,245 

73,203,430 

(24,515.479) 
. 

(1,000,000 

(298,0110) 

(4,492,228 
(4,828,458) 

(35.1S4,245 

(4.991.131) 
(24.592,000 

-
(64,817,371 

32,645,345 

31,157,215 

83,802,510 

(24,764,464) 
. 

(1.000,000) 

(298.080) 

(4,594,651) 
(500,001) 

(31,157,215) 

(3,135,652) 
(23,751,000) 

(55.043,867) 

CASH" INVESTMENTS OVER!!~!!~~~~ 
RESERVE & LIABILITY REQUIREMENTS (12,286,217) (12,243,129 {T89,746 6,899,018 6,880,993 8,388,0!14 5,758,1193 

NetAsseIB 

ENDING NET ASSETS 
Less: Reserve Requtements 

56,074,550 
(32,947,0331 

53,729,540 
(28,009,046) 

72,229,521 
(31.428,808 

84,529,503 
(32,354,028) 

90,984.984 
(34,539,364) 

90,910,544 
(35,134.245) 

86.436,127 
(31,157,215) 

NET ASSETS OVER/(UNDER) 
RESERVE REQUIREMENTS 23,127,517 25,720,494 40,1100,713 52,175,475 511,445,620 55,776,299 55,2711,912 
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FY1 6 Solid Waste Service Charges 

1. 	 Purpose - To fund solid waste management services provided to residents and 
businesses in Montgomery County through service charges to all entities that 
benefit from such services. 

2. 	 Classification of Service Charges - There are five basic categories of service 
charges: 

Base Sysrems Benefit Charge - Paid by all entities to cover costs of system 
administration, historical debt service, waste reduction, and "stand-by" 
disposal capacity. 

Incremental Systems Benefit Charge - Paid by entities based on sedor·speciflC 
services they receive Ising Ie-family homeowners pay for curbside recycling 
colledion and processing, businesses pay for the commercial recycling 
program, etc.} 

Disposal Charges - Paid as a service charge via the tax bill or at the Transfer 
Station by all entities who deliver solid waste to Montgomery County for 
disposal. At the Solid wasre Transfer Station, this charge is referred to as the 
"Tipping Fee- for accepting municipal solid wasre for disposal. 

Leaf Vacuuming Charge - Covers the cost of leaf vacuuming service provided in 
the Leaf Vacuuming District. 

Refuse Collection Charge - Paid by homeowners who receive once weekly 
refuse colledion service by County contractors. 

3. 	 Implementation of Service Charges. Service charges are colledad from the 
various sedors in the following manner: 

Base Systems 'ncremental Disposal Leaf Refuse 
Benefit Systems Charge Vacuuming Collection 
Charge Benefit Charge Charge Charge 

Unincorporated Via tax bill Via lax bill Via tax bin y", lax bill to Via tax b~1 
Single-Faml" those serviced to those 

se:rviced 

Incorporated Via tax bill Not applicable Charged at Not applicable Not 
Slngle.Faml" Transfer Station applicable 

Unincorporated Via lax bill Via lax bill Charged at y", lax bill to Not 
Multi.faml" Transfer Station those serviced applicable 

Incorporated Via lax bill Via tax bill Charged at Not applicable Not 
MultI.famI" Transfer Station applicable 

Unincorporated Via tax bill Via tax bill Charged at Nat applicable Not 
Non-Resldentlal Transfer Station applicable 

Incorporated Via lax bill Via tax bill Charged at Not applicable Not 
Non-Residential Tramfer Station applicoble 
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pno 'iliQUU WAlin, ,..KYI... 1<;> •• 'YIA K.,.., .............. _ .....un' .ILLI.." 

Bale Incremental 
Ba•• Biling Syate.... $yale.,,. Refu.. 

Charge Role Dilposal Benefit Benefit Collection 
II/ton) • jloMIHH) = Chargo + Charge + Charg. + Chorgo 

t.af 
Vo:cuvming 

+ Charge a 

Tolal 
Bal 

Cod.R"'_nce 48-32111J(1 48-32(<1(2) 48-8A(b) 2)(11) 4S-8A(bU2KB) 48-29 48.47 
IUIDISTRICJ A ( ........ Colledion District)" 

In,id. Leaf Vacuuming District S 56.00 0.87054 S 48.75 S 30.68 S 125.68 S 70.00 
~n~.LeafV.cuumlngDistric:t S 56.00 0.87054 S 48.75 S 30.68 S 125.68 S 70.00 
Incorporated S 30.68 

IUIDISTRICJ 8 SINGLE-fAMIL "'. 
Incorporated S 30.68 

In.~e Leaf Vacuuming Dilllrict 
Unincotporoted S 56.00 0.87054 S 48.75 S 30.68 S 125.68 

Outside Leaf Vacuuming District 
Unincorporated S 56.00 0.87054 S 48.75 S 30.68 S 125.68 

MULn-FAMILY RISlDINnAL" 

Incorporated S 6.47 S 9.59 
Unincorporated 

Outside Leof VOQ,luming Diolrict S 6.47 S 9.59 
Inolde Leof Va...umi.. District S 6.47 S 9.59 

S 88.91 S 

S 
S 

, S 

S 88.91 S 

S 

S 

S 
S 3.54 S 

364.02 
275.11 

30.68 

30.68 

294.02 

205.11 

16.06 

16.06 
19.60 

NONRESIDENnAL • 5/2.000 SQ. fT•••• 
COd.R.....nc. 

Waste Generation Categori., 
Low $ 78.48 S 40.75 
Medium Low S 235.42 S 122.25 
Medium $ 392.37 S 203.76 
Medium High S 549.31 S 285.26 
High S 706.26 S 366.76 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

119.23 
357.67 
596.13 
834.57 

1,073.02 

OtHER RECOMMENDED Fr 16 SOLID WASTE FEES 

Sa•• Solid Wo.te Charge under Section 48-32(0)(1): 
(This is known ... the "rIPping Fe") S56.00 /dlsposollon 

Waste d.U ....... d for disposal <500 Ib load. In privately owned and cporated vehi<le. or Solid Waste SeNico Chorg"ISection 48-32(0)(2)): 
lraile ... < 1,000 <opacity por Section 48-32(c)(2), SO.OO/dilposollon Pap... and Commingled Conloin .... 

Solid Waste S"';ce Charges (Soctian 48-32[b}(211: 
All Yon! Trim recoived at the Transfer Station 

(weighing > 500 pounds/load) 

SO.OO /ton 

546.00 /ton 
IWasle de IVered .n open-lop roll-ott box 566.00 /disposal ton MisceRoneous (411-31 [I)): Compost Bins 50.00 each. Nola, Bos. Sysem aenefit Ch. '11•• ore set to covet County 80•• SY_ Com nat Of ui.pesoI Cho rges. 

•• With ....poet 10 Sa.. and Incrementol System Benefit Chorges. this cotegory includ .. dwellngs in buildings of six or lawer households . 

••• The Nonresidential rede multiplied by the total number of 2,000 squore foot units of encload oreo equols the nonresidentiol charge. 
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UC'Yiee Pl'IOSram and maintain the apprvpriaI:o ending baInnce. 


31 




A. Vacuum Leaf Collection Fund 
• 

This fund pays for two vacuum leaf collections during the late fall/early winter each year. 
The Executive's recommended budget of $5,417,595 reflects an increase of $192,952 (+3.7%). 
There is no change in the workforce. The charges in FYI5 would remain the same as in FYI4: 
$88.91 for each single-family unit and $3.54 for each townhouse and multi-family unit. 

The fund balance policy has recently been raised to $500,000 for this fund, but the actual 
reserves have been much higher: as recently as FY14 it was nearly $1.3 million. The per-unit 
charges have been remained unchanged for a few years, and has costs have increased the balance 
has declined. The proposed Fiscal Plan calls for a 13.7% increase in the rates (+$12.19 for single­
family units in FYI7) followed by smaller annual increases in most years thereafter, with the 
balance dropping to $500,000 by FYI8. 

Rather than planning such a large jump in rates in FY17-a year when the Executive has 
suggested that property taxes may have to rise significantly-it may be more prudent to have small 
increases in the Leaf Collection rate in FY16 and FYI7, reaching the same rate by FYI8. The 
chart below highlights the difference between the Executive's and Council staff's 
recommendations: 

FYI7 

01.10 
$4.01 

$500,000 

FY15 FYI6 FYI8 

$88.91 
$3.54 

$968,830 

Council Staff 
Recommendation 

FYI5 FYI6 FYI7 FY18 

Single-family charge/unit $88.91 $93.00 $97.02 $103.15 
Multi-family charge/unit $3.54 $3.70 $3.85 $4.09 
Year-end fund balance $968,830 $848,481 $500,000 $500,000 



Priwte Seclor 
Recydklg, 

Various Locations 

~ by PrIvate­
Seclor CcIec:tIn (DId not 

go tmlugh CCUlIy Transfer 
SI8IIon) 

Compoot\----

MATERIAL FLOW DIAGRAM 

Calendar Year 2013 


Markel 

M8leriall 
MIotke! 

MUlch 
Users 

KEY: 

,_.•~ Data Is from State-<:ertIIied County truck scales Owned by County. 
. Data Is from State-certIIIed truck scales, privately operated LnIer comad to Coulty. 

ThIs cOor i'dcates C&O waste, which Is not MSW, not elglble for recycling and Is not to be Included In recycling rate calculation.· ~ 
' 7 AudiIed Of oIherwIse dcxunented. Often based on truck scales or others. 

Total Waste Generation, Inci C&O ill Private ector 1,350,182 
Wsta WfoN)"l +2 + 3 + 4 +5+6a~ 7+8 1,214,507 

MSW Generated above I ... streams 4, 5 and 6a 1,103,958 

~;;~~~iill[l!lIIi~~~ 

Fl_ to ovoid dolJble.c:ounlklg 

QuVIInI/" .... 11<01 from County RoeyeIng cem.r 
Scalod out •• Ioken ID County MuIcI! Contraetor & P....... 

NoIlncludod In MRA nocyctIng caIcuIIUon 

NoIInc:blod In !IRA JKYcing C1IIcuIoIion 
TcDllDM _ 

, IncIud.. boIh dIopoood ond ...,_ C & 0 

1.ocoIIono 

.. .wll!> RRF Notof&l 

In-&>und C&D _ OuIbound Non-ProcoosIbioo loncllilod 

Montgomery County R!C}IC11n1 Rate and Wasta Diversion Rata Calculations (MRA Method) 	 Numerator Denominator Rata 
Recycling Rate (1+Z+3 •• -.+10.,Z+13)/(CMW-4-....) &09,151 1,103,958 55.18% 

Waste Dlveralon Rate ((1 + 2+3 + 1-,_ 10.1%+ 13)/(CMW-4 -s ...".l.D'JI 809,151 1,103,958 &0_18% 


Notes: • Construction and Demolition waste (C&O) Is waste ,Idantifted by place of origin - construction Of land clearing sites. C&O is reported on 
rlC8llSed hUer "'Ports, tQ there may be additional C&O tons not reported and therafOI'8 not Induded in stream O. 

- NorprocessIbIes ara Construc:tIon & DemolItion-type materials: not eligible for re~1ng c:redII, tQ are CounI}'-managed solid waste. 
- DIIIersIon Rata ,. Recycle Rate + 5.0% SoI.rce Reduction CI'8dII 

Nomencl_: 	 "C&D* m.... "Construction and Demolllon" _, axduBive of WSW, traditional)' managed by \he privlll8 _, but much now comes to County TS. 
"CMW means "County Management W_". • ~. 8' WSW, _ or not expor1Bd by pttylllB l8dDra:JlloclDrl, but only C&O delivered I!> TS. 
"MSW" _lor "M'-'liclpal Solid WaD", and repruenII the WIIste eligible lor recycing ..,.,... \he StIII8 recycling law, regulations ..., guidelines. 

"TS" _ lor the Co'-'lIYs "Transr.r SIIItion", Ioc:aI8d In Derwood, MaryIn1, ;...t IOUIh of GaIthersIug. 


"MRP stands for MlllBrlai Recovery FacllIIy 

"RRP _ for Resource Recovery FaciItJ 



Waste Recycling by Material Type: Achievement and Opportunity 
Basis: CYl2 aatua1 recycled 
tannages plus co~sition of 
the diapo.sd waste from n13 

"Tip&Sort" applied to CYl2 
disposed waste tonnages .• 

CY12 Actuals Opportunity 
Single-Famlly Multl-Family Non-Residential Disposed by Sector (tons) Currently 

Disposed 
(Tons) 

Generated 
(tons) CapbJred (IonS) 

Capture 
Rate,. 

Generated 
(tons) CapbJred (tons) 

Capture 
Rate % 

Generated 
(tonS) CapbJred (tonS) 

capture 
Rale% 

Slngle-FaRJIIy Muli-Famlly Non-Residential 

Subtolllt Banned Componenls 
Paper 

239.426 185587 77.6% 35.324 8474 24.0% 316.229 227.729 72.00/. 63838 26860 88600 
92,355 59,467 64.4% 18,180 3,343 18.4% 134,171 80,559 60.0% 32,888 14,837 53,612 101,338 

~ Glass 19,252 16,017 83.2% 4,542 590 13.0% 14,485 6.168 42.6% 3,234 3,952 8,318 15,504 
Other Ferrous 12.294 9,211 74.9% 2,154 1,378 64.0% 71,988 68,220 94.8% 3,083 776 3,768 7,627 

0:: 
w.., 
C> 

YardwaSle 
Narrow-Neck PlaSlics 

99,701 
8,226 

94,635 
3,453 

94.9% 
42.0% 

4,585 
3,200 

3,003 
39 

65.5% 
1.2% 

76,154 
9,985 

71,104 
256 

93.4% 
2.6% 

5,066 
4,772 

1,582 
3,161 

5,050 
9,730 

11,697 
17,663 

~ FerrouS/Bimetal Containers 4,279 2,191 51.2% 1,396 104 7.4% 6,344 1,245 19.6% 2,089 1,293 5,099 8,480 
&I Aluninum Beverage Cans 1,587 594 37.4% 613 17 2.8% 1,754 176 10.0% 993 595 1,579 3,167 

Other Aluninum (Foil) 1,286 19 1.5% 506 0 0.0% 1,263 1 0.1% 1,267 506 1,262 3,034 
Other Non-Ferrous Metal 446 - 0.0% 148 - 0.0% 84 - 0.0% 446 148 84 678 ! 

Food Waste 45.605 - 0.0% 15,996 - 0.0% 87,449 7,337 8.4% 45,605 15,996 80,112 141,713 
Shopping Bags 1,021 - 0.0% 504 - 0.0% 1,229 20 1.6% 1,021 504 1,209 2,735 

.., Other nm Plaslic 18,478 - 0.0% 5,652 - 0.0% 27,099 437 1.6% 18,478 5,652 26,662 50,792 
C> Plastic Flower Pots 584 58 10.0% 28 1 2.4% 475 4 0.9% 525 27 471 1,023
'" 1! Plastic Tubs and lids 2,776 218 7.9% 1,137 2 0.2% 4,794 16 0.3% 2,558 1,135 4,777 8,470 
::J 

g 
w.., 

Other Rigid Plastic 
Textiles & Leather (no Rugs) 
Carpets I Rugs 

5,232 
13,579 
1,344 

1,309 
100 
-

25.0% 
0.7% 
0.0% 

2,025 
4,684 
1,144 

170 
1 

-

8.4% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

10,252 
9,804 

12,181 

2,932 
7 

8,894 

28.6% 
0.1% 
73.0% 

3,923 
13,479 
1,344 

1,855 
4,683 
1,144 

7,320 
9,796 
3,288 

13,098 
27,958 
5,776

co., Wood Waste (including Pallets) 651 - 0.0% 278 50 17.9% 5.973 3.881 65.0% 651 229 2,092 2,972 
~ Whole Tires (as Rubber) 2,220 2,220 100.0% 716 555 77.5% 4,030 2.776 68.9% - 161 1,254 1,415 
c 
.l!1 Lubricants (e.g. Motor Oil) . 107 6 5.6% 0 0 100.0% 344 256 74.6% 101 - 88 189 
0 a. Electro nics 5.107 1,771 34.7% 1,954 20 1,0% 6,889 1,349 19.6% 3,336 1,934 5,539 10,809 

BaUeries 93 93 100.0% 1 1 83.0% 2,464 2,464 100.0% - 0 - 0 
Latex Paint 633 269 42.4% 43 3 7.1% 147 20 13.6% 365 40 127 531 
Tire Steel 278 - 0.00/. 89 - 0.0% 504 - 0.0% 278 89 504 871 

jg Other Wood 4,316 - 0.0% 1,468 0.0% 8,283 - 0.0% 
~ .. Other Glass 637 - 0.0% 396 0.0% 508 - 0.0% 
::i: Disposable Diapers 10,778 - 0.0% 5,189 0.0% 4,794 - 0.0% 
0 z Other Waste 57,048 - 0.0% 17,667 0.0% 72,686 983 1.4% 

RRF Ash 62.487 15,652 53.996 
TOTAL 409,914 254,119 62.0% 94,298 24,928 26.4% 576,131 313,101 54.3% 146,602 60,300 231,738 437,641 
'For latest "TIp&Sor!' sbJdy of the cemposliton of the disposed waste stream, see: http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/sWS/resourceSlftlesislUClte!W'waste-compOSltlon-sbJdy-'30726.pdf 
Noles: 

Banned ER15-04: These matertals are reqUIred to be ree yc ted under Exec utlve Regulation 15..04. and are banned from disposal In waste frem al sec tors. 
Pmentla! and EnCQuraged' Martets vary for mese materials. AltIlOUgh net subjeCt ID the disposal ban. recycnng Is encouraged for al materials for which there are avalla~e markets. 
f:lQ t~rkefS: No el!lsung or !l1l1iclpated marlo!ts for these materialS. 

@) 




Solid Waste System Disposal Fund. Rate Setting Methodology 

Item 
Total Budgetary Operating Costs for the Year 


CIP Expert (Current Receipts, Non-Closure) 

Contingency Funds 

Closed landfill Expenses (inflation only) 

Material Sales Revenue 

Miscellaneous Revenues 

Investment Income 

Sector-Specific Stability Fund Contributions (Draw) 

Fund Balance Adjusting Contribution (Draw) 

Transfer to Disposal Fund From Leaf Vacuuming Fund 

Fund Contribution for Small Loads (e.g. <500 Ibs) 


Net Revenues Required from Service Charges 

Incremental Systems Benefit Charges 


BASE SYSTEM COSTS 


BASE SYSTEM BENEFIT CHARGES 
Service Sector 
Proportion of Total Waste Generation 
Sector Share of Base Costs 
Offsets from Refuse Disposal Fees Tipping Fees 
Base Costs to Collect on Properly Levy 

Households (HH) or Commercial Gross Floor Area Units (GFAU) 
Base System Benefit Charge on Properly levy ($lHH. $IGFAU) 

INCREMENTAl SYSTEM BENEFIT CHARGES (ISBC) 
Recycling 
Satallite Sftes 
Studies Specifis to !he Nonresidential Seelor 
Stabilization 
Composting 

Total 
Households (HH) or Commercial Gross Floor Area Units (GFAU) 

ISCB to be Charged on Properly levy 

DISPOSAl FEES (Charged on Properly levy (In-lieu of Tipping Fee) 
Tons of Refuse Disposed by Subdistrict A & B Households 

Single-Family Households in Sub-Districts A & B (Non-MunicipaO 
Disposal Tons Per Household 
County Tipping Fee for Accepting Refuse at its Transfer Station 
Dlsposal Fee Levied on Subdistrict A & B Households on Tax Bill 

Total System Benefit Charges Levied on Tax Bill 

Non-Municipal Single-Famlly Homes 

Municipal Single-Family Homes 

Multi-Family Dwelllngss 

Amount Notes 
$ 105,568,579 a 

b 
c 

36,426 d 
(5,497,399) e 
(5,820,065) f 

(269,990) g 
1,555,600 h 

(11,069,051) 
(1,052,224) 
3,016,649 k 

$ 86,426.906 
$ (34,966.941) 

I 51,441.965 I 

1~ 
Single-Family 


39.1% 

$ 20,125.252 


(12.352,529) 
$ 7,772.723 

253.375 
;'U.1>lI~ 

$ 26,911,590 
243,736 

(2.177,000) 
2.094.160 

$ 27.072,506 
215,405 

14:0.....~ 

187,526 
215.405 

0.6706 
$ 56.00 
$ 41.75 

~ 205.11 

$ 30.68 

m 
n 
0 

P 

q 
IHH 

s 

v 
w 

x 
IHH 

tons 
HH 
tonlHH 
$/ton 
IHH 

IHH 

IHH 

Multi-Family 

8.9% 


$ 4.566.564 

(3.753,926) 

$ 614,637 
125,927 

,.. ".41 

$ 1,035,321 
5,690 

134,000 
32,624 

$ 1.207,635 
125,927 

~ 11.59 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 

$ 16.06 

m 
n 
0 

P 

q 
IHH 

t 

v 
w 

q 

IHH 

IHH 

Non-Residential m 
52.0% n 

$ 26.746.149 o 
(13,831.731) p 

$ 12,916,416 
66,593 r 

,.. 14l1.11> IGFAU 

$ 2,351.009 u 

v3,598,600 
756.969 w 

$ 6.706.796 

'" 
66.593 

fI.4I> IGFAU 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 

, 226.61 GFAUI 

a Does not include com of maintaining closed landfill. which costs are paid from Landfill Post Iosure Reserves (GASB1 
b Current Receipts to fund solid waste projects financed by County's Long Term Capftallmprovements Program (CIP) 
c T award unplanned research and capital needs contingencies 
d Amoul'\l.!het GASB 16 does not pem1h 10 be reserved for landfill post closure costs (inflation). 
e Revenue from recyclables materials sold into secondary markets 
f From fees charged to accept yard trim. waste delivered in open top ro(k)ff boxes. licence Jiles & rent. and misc. revenue 
II Pooled and non-pooled invesmen! income as determined by !he County Department of Finance 
h Sum of sector-specific rate stabilization contributions (see also note v) 

Non-sector -specific contrlbution to (draw) 10 adjust oveall fund balance 
J To pay for composting leaves collected by leaf vacuming services (separate sub-fund) 
k Charge to fund balance 10 account for non-chargable refuse deliveries (e.g. <500 Ib loads per SS 48-32(c)(2) & MRF residue) 

Revenue from Incremental System Benefit Charges 
m Single-family detatched. townhouse. and multifamily dwellings in buildings comprised of 6 or fewer dwellings 
n Based on County's annual materials flow analysis. 
o (n) x (BASE SYSTEM COSTS) 
P Off-Sets Against 8ecIor's Share of System Base Costs Single-Family Multi-Family Non-Residential 

Disposed into County System (open-top roll off tons not included) 241,657 71.819 275,007 
Non-Charged loads «500 Ibs. PUF. Beauty-Spots. MRF Residue) (21,076) (4.784) (28,012) 
Off-Setting Tonnage 220.581 67 .034 246,995 
Tiping Fee $ 56.00 I ton $ 56.00 I ton $ 56.00 /ton 
SeclorOff-Sets for Refuse Disposal Fees and Tipping Fees $ 12,352,529 $ 3.753.926 $ 13,631.731 

County tax account database. growth trends reconciled to Md. National Capftal Park & Planning Commission (MNCPPC) projections. 
r 1 GAFU =2000 sq. ft. improved properly. NA for " $5.000 Improvement. State tax account data, inflated by MNCPPC employment. 
s Curbside recycling collection & processing costs net of material sales, outreach. household haz. waste. and recycling volunteers. 
t Recyclable Materials processing costs net of material sales revenue. outreach and education. 
u Recyclable Materials processing costs net of material sales revenue. outreach and education. commercial hazardous waste disposal. 
v Seelor-specific contribution to (draw from) !he rate StabiflZSlion Reserve. 
w Seelor share (tonnage proportional) of the yard waste composting facilfty operation. net of revenue. 
x Same as g, but wfthout municipal households 



a Does not include cost of maintaining closed landfill, which costs are paid from Landfill Post Closure Reserves (GASB18) 

b Current Receipts to fund solid waste projects financed by County's Long Term Capital Improvements Program (CIP) 

c Toward unplanned research and capital needs contingencies 

d Amount that GASB 18 does not permit to be reserved for landfill post closure costs (inflation). 


e Revenue from recyclables materials sold into secondary markets 

From fees charged to accept yard trim, waste delivered in open top roll-off boxes, licence fees & rent, and misc. revenue 

g Pooled and non-pooled invesment income as determined by the County Department of Finance 

h Sum of sector-specific rate stabilization contributions (see also note v) 
Non-sector-specific contribution to (draw) to adjust oveall fund balance 

j To pay for composting leaves collected by leaf vacuming services (separate sub-fund) 
k Charge to fund balance to account for non-chargable refuse deliveries (e.g. <500 Ib loads per SS 48-32(c)(2) & MRF residue) 

Revenue from Incremental System Benefit Charges 

m Single-family detatched, townhouse, and multifamily dwellings in buildings comprised of 6 or fewer dwellings 
n Based on County's annual materials flow analysis. 

o (n) x (BASE SYSTEM COSTS) 

p Projected amount of tipping fee revenues to offset calculated bases costs. 


q County tax account database, growth trends reconciled to Md. National Capital Park & Planning Commission (MNCPPC) projections. 


r 1 GAFU ::: 2000 sq. ft. improved property. NA for < $5,000 improvement. State tax account data, inflated by MNCPPC employment. 


s Curbside recycling collection & processing costs net of material sales, outreach, household haz. waste, and recycling volunteers. 

t Recyclable Materials processing costs net of material sales revenue, outreach and education. 


u Recyclable Materials processing costs net of material sales revenue, outreach and education, commercial hazardous waste disposal. 


v Sector-specific contribution to (draw from) the rate Stabilization Reserve. 

w Sector share (tonnage proportional) of the yard waste composting facility operation, net of revenue. 

x Same as g, but without municipal households 


653,480 Non-Residential Waste Generated (tons) 

(26,787) Open-top (C&D) portion of above (not considered MSW, which BSBC must cover) 


--~6~2~6-:::,6~93~ 

12,916,418 
20.61 

FY16 Full-Cost Recovery Tipping Fee (e.g. as may be applied to Out-of.Jurisdiction Waste) 
51,441,965 BASE SYSTEM COSTS (to be recovered by Tipping and Disposal Fees Disposal and Base Sysem Benefit Charges) 

(3,016,849) Fund Contribution for Small Loads (e.g. <500 Ibs) Not charged Tipping Fees 

48,425,115 Base System Costs net of Scheduled Fund Contribution for small loads 

597,309 Tons for which Tipping Fees or Disposal Fees will be Charged 
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------Resolution No.: 
Introduced: 
Adopted: 

COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: Council President at the request of the County Executive 

SUBJECT: Solid Waste Service Charges 

Background 

1. 	 Under County Code Section 48-31, each fiscal year the County Council must, by 
resolution, set the base solid waste charges, the residential system benefit charges, and 
the nonresidential system benefits charges and all other solid waste service, collection, 
and disposal charges and fees. 

2. 	 Under County Code Section 48..8A(b)(I), the County Council must set, each fiscal year 
by resolution, the rates for the residential and nonresidential systems benefit charges. 

3. 	 Under County Code Section 48-47(c)(1) and (2), the County has established a Leaf 
Recycling Service Area in which special fees are charged for leaf recycling services. 

4. 	 On March 16,2015, the County Executive recommended, effective July 1,2015, solid 
waste charges including residential Base Systems Benefit Charges which, when 
multiplied by the generation rates (set by Executive Regulation 7-15), yield household 
charges for FY 2016: 



Page 2 Resolution No.: 

Refuse Collection Charge: 

For single-family households and dwellings in buildings with six or fewer dwelling units 
located within Sub-district A, the Solid Waste Refuse Collection District: 

Once weekly refuse collection charge $70.00 I Household 

Disposal Fee (Applies to All Single-Family Households and Dwellings in Buildings 
Comprised of Six or Fewer Dwelling Units Outside of Municipalities) 

Disposal fee (tip fee * tons disposed per household) $56.00 x 0.87054 = 
$48.75 I Household 

Systems Benefit Charges for Single-Family Households and Dwellings in Buildings 
Comprised of Six or Fewer Dwelling Units: 

Base Systems Benefit Charges = 

Base costs I Ton x Generation I Household - Offset from Disposal Fees: 
$40.933 I Ton x 1.9405 Ton/Household(ER 7-15)- $48.75/Household = 

$30.68 I Household 

Incremental Systems Benefit Charges = 

Charge Rate ($ I Ton Waste Generated) x Generation I Household: 
$64.7668 x 1.9405 = $125.68 I Household 

Systems Benefit Charges for Multi-Family Properties in Buildings Comprised of 
Seven or Greater Dwelling Units (Charge per Dwelling Unit): 

Base Systems Benefit Charges ;;::0 

Base Cost I Ton x Tons Generated I Dwelling - Tip Fee Offsets 
$40.933 I Ton x 0.8863 TonI Dwelling (ER 3-13) - $29.811Dwelling = 
$6.47 I Dwelling 

Incremental Systems Benefit Charges = 

Charge Rate ($lTon Waste Generated) x Generation I Dwelling: 

$10.8203 x 0.8863 = $9.59 I Dwelling 


Total multi-family Systems Benefit Charges on property bill $ 16.06 I Dwelling 



Page 3 Resolution No.: 

Nonresidential Properties: 

Base and Incremental System Benefit Charge rates by waste generation category per 
billable unit of2,000 square feet ofgross floor area ofproperty improvement on real 
property as reported by the State Department ofAssessments and Taxation: 

Base Incremental Total 
Generator Category ($/GF A Unit} ($/GF A Unit} ($/GF A Unit} 

Low $ 78.48 $ 40.75 $ 119.23 
Medium Low $ 235.42 $ 122.25 $ 357.67 
Medium $ 392.37 $ 203.76 $ 596.13 
Medium High $ 549.31 $ 285.26 $ 834.57 
High $ 706.26 $ 366.76 $1,073.02 

Base Solid Waste Charges per ton for solid waste: 

Refuse received at the Transfer Station (weighing> 500 pounds/load) $ 56.00 
Refuse received at the Transfer Station (weighing 500 pounds/load or less) $ 0.00 
Materials delivered for disposal in open-top roll-off hoxes $ 66.00 
Yard Trim received at the Transfer Station (weighing >500 pounds/load) $ 46.00 
Yard Trim received at the Transfer Station (weighing 500 pounds/load or less) $ 0.00 
Scrap metal delivered to the Transfer Station $ 0.00 
Recyclable paper received at the County's Recycling Center $ 0.00 
Commingled containers received at the County's Recycling Center $ 0.00 
Source separated recyclable materials dropped off at the recycling $ 0.00 

drop-off area ofthe Transfer Station 

Leaf Vacuuming charge in the Leaf Recycling Service Area: 

Single-family Household $ 88.91 
Multi-family Residential Unit $ 3.54 

Action 

The County Council approves the above solid waste charges, effective July 1,2014. 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

Linda M. Lauer, Clerk of the Council 
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SOUD WASTE ADVISORYCOMMITTEE 


RECEIVED 
March 27, 2015 MONTGOMERY COUNT Y 

COllNCIL 

The Honorable George Leventhal 
President 
Montgomery County Council 
100 Maryland Avenue 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Dear Mr. Leventhal: 

The Montgomery County Solid Waste Advisory Committee appreciates this opportunity to 
comment on the County Executive's Recommended FY16 Operating Budget for the Department of 
Environmental Protection's Division of Solid Waste Services. 

We acknowledge that the County Council again faces some tough choices, but urge you to 
approve the County Executive's request for funding ofthe Division of Solid Waste Services. As you 
know, the Division has exceeded the County's fonner goal of recycling 50% ofthe total waste 
stream, and is approaching 60010. The Division is now working toward achieving the County's new 
goal of70 % by 2020 through a combination of raising recycling rates in the multi-family and 
business sectors through targeted outreach and finding ways to safely and economically recycle 
additional materials. For example, food waste represents an opportunity to increase the recycling 
rate significantly. In 2013, the Division detennined that food waste, at 141,000 tons per year, made 
up over one-third ofthe waste stream. The Division is currently running a successful pilot program 
to bring food composting to Montgomery County. 

In sum. we urge the County Council to approve the County Executive's Recommended FY16 
Operating Budget for the Division ofSolid Waste Services as submitted. The Solid Waste Advisory 
Committee believes that in doing so the County creates the conditions for sustainable growth 
necessary to meet the increasing need and demand for solid waste services. 

Sincerely, 	 @ 

~~ 
Paula Jenson 
Chair, Solid Waste Advisory Committee 

cc: 	 Isiah Leggett, County Executive 
Lisa Feldt, Director, DEP 
Daniel Locke, Division Chief, DSWS 

101 Monroe Street • RockviUe. Maryland 20850·2589 • 240/777-6400 
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Gude Landfill Background 


• 	 Landfill active from: 1964-1982, encompasses 120 acres with approximately 4.8 million tons of waste 

• 	 Landfill was closed under an Emergency Health Order: 1977-1984 

• 	 DEP performs Post-Closure Care Maintenance: 1984-present 

• 	 Water quality monitoring, landfill gas management/monitoring, stormwater management and other site 
inspections 

• 	 WSSC supplies potable water for adjacent property owners 

• 	 Original Landfill Gas to Energy Plant operated 1985 - 2005 

• 	 Ground Flares were installed in 2005 to manage gas after original power plant closed 

• 	 In 2008, the State (i.e. MOE) directed DEP to P..9rform aNature and Extent Study to characterize groundwater and other 
environmental contamination at the site 

• 	 New Smaller Landfill Gas-to·Energy Plant .. 2009 to present 

• 	 Waste Delineation Study - 2009·2010 
• 	 Waste found approx. 250 feet beyond Landfill boundary 
• 	 Land exchange with M·NCPPC for .... 17 acre transfer 

• 	 Nature and Extent Investigation (NEI) completed in 2011 indicated that while there is low level environmental 
contamination, there are no public health concerns, i.e., there are no complete exposure pathways that present a risk 
to public health 

@ 
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Gude Landfill Background (continued) 


• 	 Consent Order signed with MOE requiring remediation of environmental 
contamination in 2013 

• 	 The County Executive met with the Gude Landfill Concerned Citizens (GLCC) 
and DEP in December 2013 and developed a remediation recommendation 
consistent with the GLCC recommendation 

• 	 Land swap approved in 2014 with M·NCPPC to obtain land where trash was 
placed beyond the County property 

• 	 OEP submitted the Assessment of Corrective Measures report to MOE in 
January 2014 outlining remediation options and making a recommendation 

• 	 MOE provided comments to OEP on the ACM report in March 2015 

• 	 Remediation will address widespread low level Volatile Organic Compound 
(VaC) contamination in groundwater, gas migration and leachate seeps into 
surface water runoff 

• 	 Remediation 2017 - 2037 (projected timeline) 

@ 




Land Swap with M-NCPPC 


The "Head" 
Parcel 

M-NCPPC Land 
The "Elbow" Parcel 

16.5 acres 
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Introduction 


Remedial Action Objectives: 
• 	 'Groundwater: EPA's drinking water 

maxim,um contaminant levels (Mels) will 
not be exceeded in the groundwater at the 
Gude landfill property boundary 

• 	 Landfill Gas (LFG): Methane will not 
exceed lower explosive limit (LEl) at the 
Gude Landfill property boundary 

• 	 Leachate: No non-storm water discharges 
(leachate) will occur to waters of the State ' 
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Introduction 


Potential Corrective Measure Alternatives 
Considered in the ACM Report 

• Waste Relocation 

• Phytoremediation 

• Bioremediation 

• Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) 

• Landfill Capping 
• In-situ Permeable Barriers 

• Impermeable Barriers 

• Pump and Treat 
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Introduction 


The Complete Recommended Approach 
to Remediation at Gude Landfill 

• Enhanced Bioremediation - to meet groundwater RAO 
• Cover System Improvements - to meet leachate RAO 
• Additional Landfill Gas Collection - to meet LFG RAO 

@ 




Bioremediation 


Recommended Alternative 5 -

Bioremediation 


• 	Underground injection of nutrients and/or electron ' 
donors/acceptors to stimulate microorganism 
activity to degrade and reduce contaminants 
-	 Food-grade substrate: vegetable oil, sodium lactate 

or molasses 

• 	Effective for chlorinated compounds such as PCE, 
TCE, DCE and VC found at Gude Landfill 

~ 




Bioremediation 


What is Bioremediation? 

r----- Water 

--- Nutrients 

NutrientWater Recycle 
Solution 

Preparation 
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Bioremediation 


How does bioremediation apply to 
the Gude Landfill? 

• 	Injection of nutrients and/or electron 
donors/acceptors along the property boundary and 
other areas of the site could reduce concentrations 
of chlorinated compounds to less than the Mel 

® 




Alternative 5 

Inj"ection Wel'ls 

• 	 Installation of injection wells 

through waste. 


• 	 T·he proposed injection well 
spacing is estimated to be 30 
feet. The wells will be installed 
approximatel1y 100 feet from the 
property boundary. 

• 	 Final spacing will be determined 
after site investigations and pilot 
testing. 
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MDE's March 2015 Comments on the ACM Report 

• 	 MOE would like further investigations into the presence of 
metals using improved sampling methods. If metals are still 
present above MCls, MOE will require that they be addressed in 
the ACM report. 

• 	 MOE would like the County to further substantiate the 
assumption in the ACM report that waste is in contact with 
groundwater. 

• 	 MOE would like the County to demonstrate that there is positive 
drainage off all surface areas of the landfill. 

• 	 MOE would like the County to include a more specific 
contingency plan in the ACM report. 

• 	 Note: MOE requested revisions to the ACM report could take 6· 
12 months to complete due to requirements for additional field 
work and sampling. 

@ 
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ProclJ'emenVConlractilg klivties for A'lase I 

Phase I: Enhanced Bioremedialion Smal Scllle Approach 

Slep 1- Field Investigdions il NW Portion ':'J 
Step 2 - Bioremedalion Design and InslalBlion in NW Pation ~.. 
Step 3 - Operalion, Maintenance. and Montoring i1 NW Portion ......: ., ",~-.;.A,. ,-:- '7.\·0; l :-.)+:J 

Cover System Improvemerts IiIld Landfil Gas Collection 

PlOClJ'emenVConlraclilg Activlies for A'lase II 

Phase II: Enhanced Bioremedalion FIJI Scale Approach 

Enhanced Bioremedalioo South Portion ImR*Ui*ttiriSW* 
Enhanced Biolemedialion SW Portion T':~=-~ ·~i· ~~-:..~~--,-:": 

Enhanced Bioremedalion Wesl Portion fIt,.'-~L;: ,,~.A .. r-r~~"t.~1 

Enhanced Bioremediation SE Portion :-­...:~:~__-:''''''''\''J ~I~""'·' 

Enhanced Biolemediatioo OpeRJIion and Maintenance· 

y, r9 Year 10 'VI .r11 
Enhanced Bionlmedlatlon . Pt.... I (Sma. Stala)' 5186,000 It86,OOO 5186,000 SO $0 III 

Ca IlaICost SO SO SO SO SO SO 
5186,000 5186,000 S186,ooO SO SO SO SO 

SO SO m8.oo0 $'350000 5116000 52600 000 $2 4!iO 000 

SO SO 5298,000 51 .038.000 S99'OOO 5243000 
SO SO SO $312,000 S1,609.000 $2 207 000 

rowmentl 5690000 5394,000 SO SO SO III 
5175,000 5690,00 5394,000 SO SO SO SO SO 

SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Landtftl Gas Collection 5112,000 5214,000 $152,000 SO SO SO SO iii 

CI ilillCOSI 5112,000 5214,000 5152,000 SO SO SO l SO SO 
Operation <rid Man_nee cost SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Total C lalCost 5746,000 5609,000 5904,000 5648,000 5298,000 51,038.000 51,586,000 5991,000 5243,000 
TOlal eralon and MSin1Bftsnoe Cost SO 5147,000 5188,000 5186.000 S186,OOO S312,OOO 51,01',000 51,609,000 $2,207,000 
Total AnnUlI! COlt 5748,000 5758,00 $1,090.000 ST32,OOO $484,000 $1,350,000 52,598,000 52,800,000 $2,4!iO,000 

' SISICICft .~ted~'c,ec. sct\edrAe r.tn.slme.... ·ear 11SIlltelyt C. tot tte CeumjS FISC ,I YtI, ~:i16 , 

:Operalon Ind mlSfI!en!nce ~O&")bf enhlnced bIotemed. '1~ ...... lis:. u~1 tte P'.:.ot:r grcundwr.et is.m r. ~1.;elybe)Ond VII' 121­

1::, con !r.shOvm .... 2013dOlII". 

'eoss to deSign .nd im~emetlt enhlneed bc'en'ledll1cn en I small SClle (pier. s:Ud~e,. ~ r~w ~r.cn cf"'lln~1 
'COSS to design Indjmp'Ift'I.~ ennanced btCrerr.ed j a~cn ell a \111 ~iUeon ther·r,,\', SQ.r.h, SW, Wes:,"d S! pcr:icftScf:he llr.dfl 

'OIM ceSts *:, landfi' GIS Ccneeticn and Ct'Jtr$' .em t'n ~.c1A:m etl'3i t:ejC.n~ tu"en~ O&M .:ti-r.I'S r.:be lIndtl.re ex.I)6C~lC t-e m,nc':"I al.1'4 IN there'CI& no:inelude.n ~s ce.:eS:tn,::e. 
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