
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Transportation & Environment Committee 

FROM: J61-Keith Levchenko, Senior Legislative Analyst 

T&E COMMITTEE #3 
April 29, 2019 

Worksession 

April 25, 2019 

SUBJECT: FY20 Operating Budget - Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) - Division of 
Solid Waste Services Operating Budget, FY20 Solid Waste Charges' 

PURPOSE: To review and make recommendations on the DEP General Fund and Water Quality 
Protection Fund budgets 

CE Recommended Budget Summary 
• Solid Waste Collection Fund Budget up 3.7 percent due to increases in refuse collection 

contracts ($160,168) and technical adjustments. 
• Solid Waste Disposal Fund Budget is up by 6. 9 percent. The largest increases are for 

equipment replacement at the Recycling Center ($ 1.8 million), inflationary increases for the 
Resource Recovery Facility service agreement ($ 1.8 million), other Recycling Center ! 
operating costs ($ 1.07 million), increases in Out-of-County hauling rates and tonnage , 
($1.02 million), and increased support for the food waste composting program ($489,000). 

CE Recommended Solid Waste Charges Summary 
• Single-Family: 4 percent to 12 percent increases (depending on the services provided). 

Charges are up to cover increases in refuse and recycling costs in FYI 9 and FY20. 
• Multi-family: 0 to 0.9 percent increases. 
• Transfer Station Tipping Fees kept at FYI 9 levels. 

Other Issues for Discussion 
• Solid Waste master planning effort. 
• Electric Sales Revenue at Resource Recovery Facility. 
• Funding for Non-Profits Within the Solid Waste Fund. 

Council Staff Recommendations 
• Approve the Recommended Budget with the following changes: 

o Assume additional RRF electricity revenue from renewable energy credits. 
o Move funding for the non-profit A Wider Circle from Solid Waste to elsewhere in the i 

County Budget. • 
• Approve the FY20 Solid Waste Charges as recommended by the County Executive. NOTE: ' 

Action on FY20 Solid Waste charges is scheduled for May 15. 

1#SolidWaste and Environmental Protection. 



Participants Include: 

• Adam Ortiz, Director, Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
• Patty Bubar, Deputy Director, DEP 
• Willie Wainer, Chief, Division of Solid Waste Services (DSWS), DEP 
• Anthony Skinner, Chief, Business Section, DSWS 
• Eileen Kao, Chief, Waste Reduction and Recycling Section, DSWS 
• Don Bimesser, Chief, Central Operations Section, DSWS 
• Robin Ennis, Chief, Collections Section, DSWS 
• Trevor Lobaugh, Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Office of Management and Budget 

Attachments to this Memorandum 
• Solid Waste Services Excerpt from the County Executive's FY20 Recommended Budget (©1-21) 
• Vacuum Leaf Collection Fund Six-Year Fiscal Plan (©22) 
• Material Flow Diagram Calendar Year 2017 (©23) 
• Solid Waste System Disposal Fund, Rate Setting Methodology FY20 (©24) 
• Resolution to Approve FY20 Solid Waste Service Charges (©25-27) 

OVERVIEW 

Expenditure Summary 

For FY20, the Executive recommends total expenditures of $117 .2 million for the Division of 
Solid Waste Services, a $7.3 million increase (6.6 percent) from the FY19 Approved budget. 

nses 

Full-Time Positions 
Part-Time Positions 
Work ears/FTEs 

Actual 
FY18 

11,395,725 
86,925,228 
3,478,353 

101,799,306 

79 
2 

105.14 

Approved 
FY19 

11,953,115 
92,800,550 
5,206,697 

109,960,362 

80 
2 

10624 

Estimated 
FY19 

11,289,956 
90,850,550 
5,206,697 

107,347,203 

80 
2 

106.24 

12,442,838 
99,800,719 
4,979,216 

117,222,773 

80 
2 

10624 

Change from FY19 
$$$ % 

489,723 4.1% 
7,000,169 7.5% 

227,481 -4.4% 
7,262,411 6.6% 

0.0% 
n/a 

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. 
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Positions 

For FY20, DSWS' recommended position complement is 80 full-time and 2 part-time positions 
(the same as the FY19 Approved budget). A total of 106.24 Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) is assumed 
(also the same as in FY19). 

Last year, a new position (a Program Manager 1) was added to manage the new Food Waste 
Organics Recycling Program with a focus in FYI 9 on education and outreach, analyzing and securing 
potential receiving facilities for food waste, and other startup work consistent with the strategic planning 
effort completed last year. 

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. 

TONNAGE AND RECYCLING ASSUMPTIONS 

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

The most recent Material Flow Diagram (CY! 7) is attached on ©23. 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 , 

Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) Throughput2 for FY20: 639,227 tons (an increase of slightly 
more than 18,378 tons over what is projected for FYI 9). The permit level is 657,000 tons per year. The 
policy goal is 85 to 92 percent of the RRF permit capacity (i.e., 558,450 to 604,000 tons per year). 
FY18 actual tonnage throughput was 593,565, which was within the policy goal. However, FY19 and 
FY20 are projected to be above the policy goal ceiling. In the outyears, DEP's modeling shows higher 
amounts of waste bypassed to keep RRF tonnage throughput within permitted levels. The tipping fee 
was increased in FYI 8 (from $56 to $60 per ton) to marginally reduce the RRF throughput. Table 2 
(below) shows the RRF tonnage throughput calculation from the FY18 actual through the FY20 
projection plus the FY25 projection. 

2 RRF Throughput includes both municipal solid waste (MSW) and construction and demolition (C&D) debris. 
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Total Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) (in tons)" 
Recycling Ratefrons (including ash) 
Recycling Rate/Tons (exclud'1ng ash) 
Exportation Rate/Tons 
Processable Waste to RRF 
addback metals from ash (counted in recycling) 
subtract waste by-passed to landfill 
Total RRF MSW Burned 
Construction/Demolition Debris (CID) Burned 
Total RRF Throughput (MSW+C/D) 
% of pennit level (pennit level= 657,000) 

Table #2. 
Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) Throughput Assumptions 

FY18 Actual FY19 Projected 
% of MSW Tons % of MSW Tons 

56.6% 
41.9% 
11.3% 
46.9% 
0.8% 

46.9% 

1,086,136 1,124,832 
615,048 56.8% 638,417 
454,802 42.9% 482,923 
122,364 10.4% 116,968 
508,970 46.7% 524,941 

8,500 1.0% 11,610 
8,203 

509,267 
84,298 

593,565 
90.3% 

47.7% 536,551 
84,298 

620,849 
94.5% 

*MSW tonnages exclude both non-processible and C&D tonnages. 

FY20 Projected FY25 Projected 
% of MSW Tons ¼ of MSW Tons 

1,133,674 1,183,276 
57.2% 648,025 58.8% 695,222 
43.0% 
9.1% 

47.9 
1.1% 

48.9% 

487,155 
103,544 
542,975 
11,954 

554,929 
84,298 

639,227 
97.3% 

44.9% 531,076 
2.5% 29,061 

52.7 623,139 
1.0% 12,163 

69,170 
47 .8% 566,132 

84,298 
650,430 

99.0% 

Municipal solid waste projections are based on population and employment data. The recycling 
rates and other assumptions for FY19 and FY20 do not assume any major programmatic changes (such 
as the food waste composting/diversion initiative). However, FY21 and beyond do assume increased 
non-residential food waste diversion (4,200 tons in FY21, 8,400 tons in FY22, 14,200 in FY23, and 
20,000 in both FY24 and FY25). 

As a result of significant maintenance issues in 2015 and 2016 and a major fire at the RRF in 
December 2016, DEP had two third-party reviews done regarding the operation of the RRF and a 
Resource Recovery Facility Integrated Corrective Action Plan (CAP) was developed. According to 
DEP: 

Having completed the spring outage work, Covanta has finished addressing repairs identified in 
the Corrective Action Plan; Boiler reliability has returned to normal levels and a significant 
amount of money was put in to replacing lots of worn out equipment. Meanwhile, the installation 
of new fire system improvements was completed, and institution of terms that automatically 
trigger bypassing waste are in place to manage trash inventories. There are no required repairs 
or procedures remaining, identified as a result of the 3rd party reviews. 

Recycling Rate 

In October 2012, the Council approved Executive Regulation 7-12, which created a new 
recycling rate methodology ( consistent with how the State of Maryland calculates recycling and waste 
diversion rates) and a new recycling/diversion goal for the County of70 percent by 2020. 

Table #3, below, shows fiscal year recycling rates by sector from FYI 7 actuals through FY24 
projections. 

Table 3: 
County Recycling Rate 

~Y Re~cling (34.8% of total) 
Multi-Familv (10.1 % of total) 
Non-Residential (55.2% of total) 
Total% of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Recycled* 
State Waste Diversion Rate** 
*Inch.des ash used for landfill cover. Th1sadds abou: 13% to 14% to the recyclmgrate. 
** Includes a source reduction credit of5 percent 

62.6% 
27.9% 
55.6% 

55.9% 
60.9% 

Actual 

61.4% 
26.9% 
54.6% 

S4.7o/o 
59.7% 

I Proiected 

62.9% 63.1% 63.3% 64.6% 
29.3% 29.6% 30.3% 31.7% 
56.9% 57.9% 58.5% 60.4% 
56.6% 56.8% 57.2% 58.8% 
61.6% 61.8% 62.2-% 63.8% 

DSWS estimates that, under current strategies plus a ramping up of a non-residential food waste 
diversion program beginning in FY21, the diversion rate (including ash and the source reduction credit) 
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will rise to 63.8 percent by FY25. For FY18, DSWS achieved a recycling rate at 56.9 percent and a 
diversion rate of 61.6 percent. While the projections fall short of the 70 percent by 2020 goal, it should 
be kept in mind that the potential impact of a comprehensive food waste diversion program for the 
residential sector is not assumed in these numbers. Also, the County's current solid waste master 
planning effort is looking at the potential capture of other municipal solid waste that can be recycled. 

NOTE: Recycling data is submitted to the State on a calendar year (CY) basis. CYJ8 
information is expected to be affirmed by the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) in 
January 2020. 

Compost Facility 

Compost Facility Tonnage for FY20: 59,737 tons (an increase of 418 tons or 0.7 percent from the 
latest FYI 9 projection of 59,319 tons). Fluctuations in compost facility tonnages can happen as a result 
of weather, storms, and the economy, as well as at-home grasscycling and composting. 

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

Overall program costs are down slightly in this program due to technical adjustments and a 
decrease in capital equipment replacement costs from FY19 to FY20 ($1.008 million in FY19 down to 
$848,216 in FY20). 

General Issues 

Aiming for Zero Waste Task Force 

On March 28, the Committee received an update from DEP on its solid waste master planning 
efforts. The Task Force has been meeting regularly to discuss major solid waste management issues and 
to review and comment on draft reports prepared by the consultant on various tasks identified in the 
contract. The tasks include: a current state assessment; benchmarking and best practices; a stakeholder, 
citizen, and expert engagement plan; a review of potential improvements to the current 
diversion/recycling system; a review of existing facilities; and a development of options for the 
collection and disposal of"what's left." 

The results of this effort will likely be consideration by the Council of major policy changes that 
may require amendments to the County's Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan and possibly 
County and State legislation. The budget implications are also substantial and could come into play as 
early as the FY21 budget next year. 

Waste Composition Study 

Every four 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. An FYI 7 
waste composition study was completed and the results provided to DEP in January 2018. Non-
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residential paper and food waste continue to be two major areas of opportunity for increasing the 
recycling rate, with many other categories of items (such as film plastic) making up smaller elements of 
the waste stream.· The waste composition study is serving as a resource for the "Aiming for Zero 
Waste" effort discussed above. 

Mixed Paper 

The County's longtime mixed paper contract ended in April 2016. Under that contract, the 
County paid about $1.8 million per year for the contractor to truck and process bulk mixed paper. After 
the contract ended, the County then began selling bulk mixed paper for about $20 per ton. 

DEP also constructed a facility next to the Recycling Center with paper sorting and baling 
equipment so that the County could sort and bale mixed paper and cardboard as separate commodities. 
The facility opened On May 1, 2017. During the budget process two years ago, DEP noted commodity 
rates for mixed paper and cardboard ranging from $185 to $240 per ton. 

However, as discussed at a recent update for the T &E Committee on solid waste issues, the 
prices for these materials dropped precipitously a couple of years ago when China announced that it 
would stop importing many types of foreign waste and it also greatly tightened its standards for 
contamination in recycled materials it would accept. 

The reduction in revenue from the FYl8 to FY19 budget was about $3.3 million (down to 
$1.51 million in FY19). For the FY20 budget, mixed paper and cardboard revenue is expected to be 
about the same ($1.49 million). 

Food Waste 

Food waste is the largest non-banned material type currently in the waste stream, and a 
comprehensive program that diverts food waste would provide the single biggest increment the County 
can capture to meet or exceed its waste diversion goal of 70 percent by 2020. The County generated 
approximately 130,000 tons of food waste in 2017. 

The County has au ongoing food waste composting pilot (focusing on County Government 
facilities) that has been in place for several years. This effort has helped the County better understand 
food waste diversion challenges (both on-site capture and storage and securing receiving facilities for 
the food waste). Through September 2018, a total of 142.1 tons of pre-consumer food scraps had been 
collected and recycled. 

On November 15, 2016, the Council enacted Bill 28-16 "Solid Waste (Trash) - Strategic Plan to 
Advance Composting, Compost Use and Food Waste Diversion". This bill required DEP to develop a 
strategic plan to advance composting, compost use, and food waste diversion in Montgomery County. 

On April 12, 2018, the Executive transmitted the Strategic Plan to Advance Composting, 
Compost Use, and Food Scraps Diversion in Montgomery County, Maryland.3 The Strategic Plan was a 
culmination of a substantial amount of coordination, outreach, and work group activity during 2017 and 

3 The full Strategic Plan to Advance Composting document and background on the development of the Plan is available at: 
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/sws/foodwaste/index.html. 
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into 2018. The T &E Committee received a briefing from Executive Branch staff on the Plan on 
July 12, 2018 and again on March 28, 2019. 

As part of the FY] 9 Budget, the Council approved the Executive's recommendation to add 
$564,000 and one full-time position in FY19 for the creation of a Food Waste Organics Recycling 
program. FYI 8 Costs associated with the strategic planning work have also been moved to this program 
for a total program budget in FY19 of $667,000. This includes both a commercial and residential 
organics education and outreach initiative and follow-up work identified in the Strategic Plan. 

For the FY20 budget, the Executive has recommended an additional $489,000 (bringing the 
Food Waste Organics Recycling program up to $ 1.002 million). According to DEP, this funding will 
help DEP provide: 

technical assistance to generators and collectors of food scraps to help them design and 
implement food scrap recycling programs and services and includes educational and 
instructional materials; transportation costs to deliver food scraps to processors; and fees to 
processors recycling the material. 

As noted earlier, DEP's tonnage forecasts assume that some commercial food waste will be 
diverted from the waste stream beginning in FY2 I, with steady increases in tonnages after that. 

Residential Collection Costs 

This is the largest program in the Solid Waste budget (30.7 percent of expenditures in the FY20 
Recommended Budget). This program has a recommended total of $36.04 million (an increase of 
$622,487 or 1.8 percent from FYI 9). The refuse collection contract costs are funded out of the 
Collection Fund, while the recycling collection contract costs are funded out of the Disposal Fund. 

DEP currently has 13 contracts for curbside recycling throughout the County, with eight of these 
contracts also including refuse collection within Subdistrict A.4 Currently, three haulers provide 
recycling collection services and two haulers provide refuse collection services. 

Contracts were rebid in three service areas in FY18 and in two service areas in FYl9. 
Combined, these service areas represent 77 percent of residences receiving County trash collection 
services and 41 percent of residences receiving curbside recycling collection. 

The FYI 9 Solid Waste budget included substantial increases in DEP's recycling collection 
(+5.4 million, +29 percent) and refuse collection (+$2.3 million, +47 percent) contract costs. Combined, 
these increases alone made up more than half of the 13.9 percent increase in the Solid Waste Budget for 
FY19. 

Last year, DEP noted several reasons for these cost increases, including: the previous contracts 
were probably bid unreasonably low; increased labor costs; the reduced contract length (prior contracts 
were 7 years plus two option years, while more recent contracts are 5 years plus two option years; 
shorter contracts mean the contractor has to build in higher annual debt service on new vehicles over a 

4 The collection district is divided into two collection subdistricts for residential trash collection. In Subdistrict A, once per 
week 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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shorter period of time); a slight increase in house counts; and increased volume of recyclable materials 
requiring more contractor manpower on routes. 

The refuse collection charge was increased from $70 to $77 to partially offset these costs. The 
Collection Fund also borrowed $4.0 million from the Disposal Fund to help smooth the required rate 
increases over several years. 

For FY20, the projected cost increases for all the contracts are more marginal ($432,073 or 1.4 
percent). However, because of the rate smoothing in FY19 noted above, further rate increases are still 
needed in FY20. As noted later, the refuse collection charge is recommended to increase again in FY20. 
In addition, the Incremental Systems Benefit Charge is also recommended to increase (to cover the cost 
increases in recycling collection and processing). 

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 
DPW& T-Solid Waste Services 

1,462,391 1,543,576 1,530,417 
nses 6,411,560 7,703,772 7,528,772 

7,873,951 9,247,348 9,059,189 

Full-Time Positions 4 4 4 
Part-Time Positions 
WorkyearsiFTEs 11.46 11.46 11.46 

1,598,557 
7,991,436 
9,589,993 

4 

11.46 

Change from FY19 
$$$ % 

54,981 
287,664 
342,645 

0.0% 
n/a 

0.0% 

The bulk of costs in this fund are for residential refuse collection within Subdistrict A. These 
contract costs are up slightly for FY20 ($+160,168), far less than the increase experienced in FYl9 
( +$2.3 million). All the other changes from FYI 9 are technical in nature (see the FY20 Recommended 
Changes table on ©13). 

As a result of the contract increases, as well as emergency contracts for collection that had to be 
done because of recycling issues experienced with a hauler last year, DEP had the collection fund 
borrow $4.0 million from the Disposal Fund in FYI 8 to help smooth out future rate increases in the 
collection fund. The Executive's Recommended Fiscal Plan for the Collection Fund (see ©17) shows 
negative fund balance levels in FYI 9-22 to reflect this $4.0 million loan. Significant increases in the 
refuse collection charge in FY20 and beyond will pay off the loan and bring the fund balance back up to 
near policy levels (10 to 15 percent) by FY24. 

Council Staff recommends approval of the Executive's Recommended budget for the Solid 
Waste Collection Fund. 
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Full-Time Positions 
Part-Time Positions 
Work ears/FTEs 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL FUND EXPENDITURES 

Table#5 
DPW&T-Solid Waste Services 

Actual 
FY18 

75 
2 

93.68 

Approved 
FY19 

76 
2 

94.78 

Estimated 
FY19 

76 
2 

94.78 

76 
2 

94.78 

Change from FY19 
$$$ % 

0.0% 
n/a 

0.0% 

Solid Waste Disposal Fund expenditures are recommended to increase by $6. 9 million 
(6.9 percent). The largest increases are related to equipment replacement at the Recycling Center 
($1,817,000) and contract cost increases for the paper recycling and commingled materials operations 
($1,067,598). Out-of-County refuse disposal also shows increases based on higher rates and tonnage 
($1,016,465). Costs related to the service agreement at the Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) are also 
increasing ($1,757,682). For a full list of changes, see ©12-13. 

Recycling Center 

The Recycling Center (also called the Materials Recovery Facility or MRF) is adjacent to the 
Solid Waste Transfer Station in Derwood on Route 355, just south of Shady Grove Road. The original 
facility opened in 1991 and was equipped to accept and process commingled materials ( cans and bottles) 
only. In May 2017, a separate paper processing facility was built to separate and bale mixed paper and 
cardboard. 

The original facility is aging and in need of substantial upgrade/replacement. In FYI 9, DEP 
reserved an initial $10.0 million in the Disposal Fund for potential renovation of the facility. After 
further analysis of the facility, DEP is now assuming $25 million in cost with an assumption of Bond 
funding amortized over 20 years, with $1. 8 million assumed in annual debt service costs. 

The FY20 Recommended budget ($ I 0.2 million) includes an increase of $2.9 million 
(+40.3 percent) and assumes the abovementioned $1.8 million debt service cost. However, a CIP 
amendment will be transmitted to the Council when the actual project scope is finalized. The scope of 
work is dependent on several major policy issues being considered in the context of DEP's ongoing 
solid waste master planning process noted earlier. Issues, such as whether the facility should be 
upgraded on-site or relocated, what recyclable materials the upgraded facility should be built to accept, 
and whether the County will continue dual stream recycling (i.e., separating mixed paper and 
commingled materials) will factor into the scope of the project. 

Additionally, the FY20 Recommended Budget includes $ 1.07 million for several items 
associated with both the current commingled and the paper processing operations. On the commingled 
side, there is an increase in bypass costs, a 3 percent labor contract increase, and the addition of two 
positions to comply with the current operational needs. On the paper processing side, three additional 
contract positions are included (based on County experience running this new facility) as well as a 
3.0 percent labor cost increase. 
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Resource Recovery Facility & Related Waste Transfer 

Historically, this had been the biggest program in the Solid Waste budget (38 percent of the 
FYI 6 budget). However, with debt service for the RRF zeroed out in FYI 7, this program now makes up 
24.2 percent of the FY20 Recommended budget for Solid Waste (much less overall than the Residential 
Collection program). The following chart breaks out the major cost changes in this program. Overall, 
program expenditures are up $1.86 million (7.0 percent). 

Table #6 
Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) Program Costs 

FY19 FY20~ 
Approved Rec $ % 

NEA Direct Costs and Fees 
Net Debt Service 
Operating Charge (Cov.mta) 
Non-Processible Waste 
Waste Processed >558,450 tons 
Rail Engine Senace Fee and Refunds 
Air: Emission Reagents, Testing, Fees 
Ash Handling and Testing 
Insurance, Utilities, Sales & Prop Tax 
Miscellaneous O&M 
Electric Sales Re..enue 
Recycled Ferrous Re..enue 

Operating Contract Total 

Charges from Risk Management 
Other Miscellaneous 
Totals 

Some highlights of these changes include: 

441,575 

28,096,792 
431,123 

1,822,567 
4,700,090 
3,035,765 
(905,018) 
403,319 

1,350,113 
(13,756,521) 

(128,341) 
25,491,464 

800,000 
274,026 

26,565,490 

446,124 

29,220,663 
590,414 

2,287,776 
4,489,075 
3,212,026 
(965,231) 
375,966 

1,554,613 
(13,768,194) 

(198,000) 
27,245,232 

925,365 
250,785 

28,421,382 

4,549 1.0% 
n/a 

1,123,871 4.0% 
159,291 36.9% 
465,209 25.5% 

(211,015) -4.5% 
176,261 5.8% 
(60,213) 6.7% 
(27,353) -6.8% 
204,500 15.1% 
(11,673) 0.1% 
(69,659) 54.3% 

1,753,768 6.9% 

125,365 15.7% 
(23,241) -8.5% 

1,855,892 7.0% 

• The Covanta Operating Charge is up 4.0 percent, based on various indices that determine the 
inflation adjuster. 

• Non-processible waste costs for transportation and disposal are up 36.9 percent, based on 
increased volume per the RRF Service Agreement. 

• Increased tonnages received at the RRF means more waste is processed in excess of 
558,450 tons. Those additional tons are charged a higher per ton rate. 

• Miscellaneous Operations and Maintenance (O&M) is up 15.1 percent, based on charges at the 
Transfer Station for excess tons delivered on any given day; additional deliveries to the Transfer 
Station and frequency of high delivery days; fees related to NOx emission controls for higher 
tons and inflation; and the cost for operations at the Transfer Station Annex (pit) because of 
tonnage increases, inflation, and pit maintenance costs. 

• Electric sales revenue is projected at a similar level to that in FY19. However, because of State 
legislation considered during the most recent legislative session that would have removed waste­
to-energy from Tier I designation, DEP opted to remove an Renewable Energy Credit (REC) 
revenue from its FY20 and beyond projections. REC revenue can fluctuate with market 
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conditions. FY19 REC revenue was $1.27 million. However, the State legislation that 
ultimately was enacted (the Maryland Clean Energy Jobs Act) increased the renewable portfolio 
standard requirement but DID NOT remove waste-to-energy from Tier I designation. Therefore, 
DEP expects an additional $1.3 to $ 1.5 million in annual revenue from REC sales in FY20. 
Council Staff recommends revising the revenue assumptions for this line item (which will 
result in lower net program costs. NOTE: Electric sales revenue is reflected as a negative 
(an offset to expenditures) in this program, so increased electric sales revenue is reflected as a 
lower cost in the above chart. 

• Recycled ferrous revenue is up as the waste processed is increasing again. NOTE: Ferrous 
revenue is reflected as a negative (an offeet to expenditures) in this program. 

NOTE: Costs associated with the maintenance of the RRF belong to the RRF operator (Covanta), 
regardless of cost. 

Funding for Non-Profits Out of the Solid Waste Disposal Fund 

The FYI 9 Disposal Fund budget includes $139,920 for the non-profit organization A Wider 
Circle. For FY20, the Executive is recommending an additional $25,000 for a total of $164,920. 

The use of the Solid Waste Disposal Fund's base budget for A Wider Circle began in FY09 at 
$20,000 and continued at $20,000 per year through FYI 1. The funding increased to $25,000 per year 
for FYs 13-15 and then increased to $89,920 in FY16 and to $139,920 in FY17 through FY19. This 
funding is in addition to funding A Wider Circle has received from other sources (including within the 
base budget of the Department of Housing and Community Affairs (DHCA) (FY09-FY12), the base 
budget of the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) (FY12 through FYI 7), and community 
grants (FYI0 through FYI 7)). 

Two years ago, in its FY 18 budget deliberations, Council Staff recommended and the 
T &E Committee supported phasing out by FYI 9 support in the Solid Waste budget for non-profits 
whose primary mission is not related to solid waste management. The rationale for this phaseout was 
that, while non-profits such as A Wider Circle may help divert furniture and household items from the 
waste stream, its primary mission is human services-related and not solid waste management. Also, 
there are other non-profits that could make a similar case that they help divert items from the waste 
stream. NOTE: For the FYJ9 Budget, the T&E Committee opted to maintain the funding for A Wider 
Circle within the Solid Waste Budget. 

Council Staff continues to support moving the funding for A Wider Circle out of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Fund. The Community grants program, or perhaps the base budgets of HHS or 
DHCA, are more appropriate places to fund the services provided by non-profits such as A Wider 
Circle. 
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SOLID WASTE CHARGES 

The County's solid waste programs are primarily funded by various solid waste charges that 
support the dedicated Enterprise funds ( see © 19 for descriptions of the different charges). Solid waste 
charges are established through an annual Council resolution (introduced on April 2 and attached on 
©25-27). The Council is tentatively scheduled to take action on the solid waste charges on May 15. 

The FYI 9 Approved and FY20 County Executive Recommended charges are presented on the 
following page. The circled items present the total charges that appear on residential property tax bills, 
depending on the services provided to a property. 

As noted earlier, RRF electric sales revenue in FY20 will be higher than previously expected or 
assumed in the FY20 budget. This additional revenue will result in lower RRF program costs in the 
Disposal Fund and therefore could be used to reduce solid waste charges. However, given the 
uncertainty of this revenue source going forward and the potential implementation of new programs and 
facility changes considered in the current solid waste master planning process, Council Staff 
recommends leaving the FY20 solid waste charges as recommended by the Executive. 
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Table #7 

SINGLE FAMILY 
Base Systems Benefit Charge $25.78 $20.97 -18.7% 
fucremental Systems Benefit Charge $127.85 $140.77 10.1% 
Disposal Fee $51.48 $51.52 0.1% 
Leaf Vacuuming Charge $ 102.93 $108.16 5.1% 
Refuse Collection Charge $77.00 $95.00 23.4% 
Total Charges, Households Receiving: 

Recycling Collection Only $205.11 $213.26 4.0% 
Recycling and Leaf Collection $303.10 $321.42 6.0% 
Recycling and Refuse Collection $275.11 $308.26 12.0% 
Recycling, Leaf and Refuse Collection $373.10 $416.42 11.6% 

MULTI-FAMILY 
Base Systems Benefit Charge $1.33 $4.39 230.1% 
fucremental Systems Benefit Charge $14.73 $11.67 -20.8% 
Leaf Vacuuming Charge $4.08 $4.26 4.4% 
Total Charges 

Units inside Leaf Vacuuming District $20.14 20.32 0.9% 
Units outside Leaf Vacuuming District $16.06 $16.06 0.0% 

NONRESIDENTIAL 
(by waste generation category per 2,000 sq. feet of gross floor area) 
Low $119.23 $119.23 0.0% 
Medium Low $357.67 $357.67 0.0% 
Medium $596.13 $596.13 0.0% 
Medium High $0.00 $0.00 n/a 
High $1,073.02 $1,073.02 0.0% 

TIPPING FEES 
Refuse (weighing >500 lbs per load) $60.00 $60.00 0.0% 
Refuse (weighing 500 lbs per load or less) $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Refuse in Open Top Containers $70.00 $70.00 0.0% 
All Yard Trim (weighing >500 lbs per load) $46.00 $46.00 0.0% 
All Yard Trim (weighing 500 lbs per load or 1 $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Other Recyclables $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 

1. System Benefit Charges 

Base System Benefit Charges (BSBC) 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 FY20, base 
system costs are estimated at $52.6 million (see ©24, which is a slight decrease from the FYI 9 amount 
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of $54.9 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 (!SBC) is assessed on the different sectors, based on 
actual services received (mostly related to curbside recycling and composting services). For FY20, 
incremental system benefit costs are estimated at $40.5 million (an increase of $4.1 million from the 
approved amount of $36.4 million). These charges are 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 fund 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. 

Depending on the services provided, for FY20, single-family properties would see increases 
ranging from 4.0 to 12 percent and multi-family properties would see basically flat rates (increases 
between zero and one percent). 

2. Non-Residential (Commercial) Charges 

The charges for the non-residential sector are comprised of the BSBCs and the ISBCs. These 
charges are computed based on Gross Floor Area Unit (GFAU) data from the State Department of 
Assessments and Taxation (SDA T) records. The FY20 charges are recommended to remain unchanged 
from FYl9. NOTE: According to the Non-Residential Waste Generation Study completed in July 2016, 
no businesses' land use codes are in the medium high generation category at this time. Therefore, the 
FY] 9 and FY20 fee schedule does not reflect any charges for the medium high generator category. 

3. Refuse Disposal Tip Fees 

The tip fee is the per ton fee charged businesses, institutions, and residents at the County's 
Transfer Station. The Executive does not recommend any changes in these fees for FY20. 

For FY18, a $4.0 increase in the standard refuse tipping fee (from $56 to $60 per ton for weights 
exceeding 500 pounds) was recommended by the Executive and approved by the Council. A 
$4.0 increase in the tipping fee for open top containers (from $66 to $70 per ton) was also recommended 
and approved for FYI 8. The tip fee serves as an economic flow control mechanism to help the County 
manage waste volumes so that the County can optimize the use of the RRF while staying within the 
facility's permit capacity. Recent tonnage projections (shown earlier) reflect increasing tonnages at the 
RRF and the possibility that the County could exceed its permitted capacity within the next six years. 
These trends suggest that future increases in tip fees may be needed to control flows to the RRF. 
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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 and Disposal Fee and Charges 

Refuse collection charges (for Subdistrict A, where the County contracts directly with haulers to 
provide once-per-week refuse collection) support the Solid Waste Collection Fund and are set with a 
policy goal of keeping retained earnings at a level of JO to 15 percent of resources across the six-year 
fiscal period. However, as noted earlier, the Collection Fund has been strained by collection contract 
cost increases. As a result, the Executive recommended and the Council approved a significant increase 
in the collection charge in FY19 (from $70 to $77), and noted in the Fiscal Plan for the Collection Fund 
that further increases would also be needed in FY20 and beyond. For FY20, the Executive 
recommends an increase in the charge from $77 to $95. 

The Solid Waste Disposal Fee and charges are developed through a complex rate model (see 
summary document on ©24). 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. 

6. Leaf Vacuuming Charge (see Recommended Fiscal Plan on ©22) 

This program is managed by the Department of Transportation (DOT). The 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 by the 
Disposal Fund for a portion of its costs associated with the composting of leaves collected by leaf . . 
vacuummg services. 

The charge was increased in FY16 from $88.91 to $93.00 for single-family homes and from 
$3.54 to $3.70 for multi-family properties. This increase was initiated by the Council to smooth a 
projected large fee increase assumed by the Executive from FY16 to FYl7 ($88.91 to $101.10). The 
increase in FY16 was estimated to bring down the FYI 7 requirement to $97.02. 

In FYI 7, an increase from $93.00 to $97.99 for single-family homes and from $3.70 to $3.86 for 
multi-family properties was approved. 

No change in the single-family or multi-family leaf vacuuming charge was made in FY18. 
However, the charge from the Disposal Fund was also deferred in FYI 8. The Disposal Fund charge was 
reinstated in FYJ9 and the FY18 deferred charge was allocated in future payments as well. For FYl9, 
the charge for single-family homes was increased from $97.99 to $102.93 and from $3.86 to $4.08 for 
multi-family properties. 

For FY20, the charge for single-family homes is recommended to increase from $102.93 to 
$108.16 and from $4.08 to $4.26 for multi-family properties. 

J 
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Summary 

Overall, the Executive is recommending significant increases (4 to 12 percent) in single-family 
residential solid waste charges, flat to one percent increases in multi-family charges, and no increases in 
non-residential solid waste charges and tip fees for FY20. 

Council Staff supports the FY20 Solid Waste charges as recommended by the Executive. 
NOTE: A resolution approving the FY20 Solid Waste charges is scheduled for Council action on 
May 15. 

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 15-19)for 
FY20 was advertised in the April register and will be acted upon by the Council when it is received. 

SUMMARY OF COUNCIL STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Approve the Recommended Budget with the following changes: 
o Assume additional RRF electricity revenue in the Disposal Fund from renewable energy 

credits. 
o Move funding for the non-profit A Wider Circle from Solid Waste to elsewhere in the 

County Budget. 
• Approve the FY20 Solid Waste Charges as recommended by the County Executive. NOTE: 

Action on FY20 Solid Waste charges is scheduled for May 15. 

Attachments 
F:\Levchenko\DEP\Solid Waste\Operating Budget\FY20\T&E FY20 Solid Waste Budget 4 29 2019.docx 
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Solid Waste Services 

RECOMMENDED FY20 BUDGET 

$117,222,773 

MISSION STATEMENT 

FULL TIME EQUIVALENTS 

106.24 

* ADAM ORTIZ, DIRECTOR 

The mission of the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is to enhance the quality oflife in our commW1ity by protecting 

and improving Montgomery CoW1ty's air, water, and land in a sustainable way while fostering smart growth, a thriving economy, and 

healthy communities. 

BUDGET OVERVIEW 

The total recommended FY20 Operating Budget for the Division of Solid Waste Services is $117,222,773, an increase of$7,262,4l l or 

6.60 percent from the FYl9 Approved Budget of$109,960,362. Personnel Costs comprise 10.61 percent of the budget for 80 full-time 

position(s) and two part-time position(s), and a total of 106.24 FTEs. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary positions and 

may also reflect workforce charged to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses accoW1t for the remaining 89.39 percent 

of the FY20 budget. 

The primary cost increases in FY20 for the Division are related to contractually mandated increases to service contracts, the 

continuation of capital equipment purchases according to the Division's equipment replacement schedule, and increased operating costs 

for Solid Waste facilities. 

COUNTY PRIORITY OUTCOMES 

While this program area supports all seven of the County Executive's Priority Outcomes, the following are emphasized: 

•!• A Greener County 

•!• Effective, Sustainable Government 

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Performance measures for this department are included below (where applicable), with multi-program measures displayed at the front 

of this section and program-specific measures shown with the relevant program. The FY 19 estimates reflect funding based on the FYI 9 

Approved Budget. The FY20 and FY2 l figures are performance targets based on the FY20 Recommended Budget and funding for 

comparable service levels in FY2 I. 

INITIATIVES 

Solid Waste Services Environment &,@ 



0 DEP will expand its efforts to make it feasible and conducive for businesses that generate food scraps to source separate food 
scraps, contract for recycling collection service, and recycle more. Specific alternatives for this processing capacity are still 
being identified, and the costs are being determined. Additional alternatives for processing larger volumes of food waste in 
future years continue to be evaluated, including the construction of aerobic or anaerobic food scrap processing systems in 
Montgomery County. 

0 As a result of the Shady Grove Transfer Station facility condition assessment, DEP will improve the safe and effective 
operations of its facilities by improving fire detection and suppression systems, traffic queuing and flow, roadway markings, 
and tipping floor unloading procedures. These latter improvements will decrease queuing time and expedite on-site traffic flow. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Gl/ DEP completed its work to develop the Strategic Plan to Advance Composting, Compost Use, and Food Scraps Diversion, 
and the report was published in April 2018. In developing this plan, DEP brought together over 200 stakeholders representing 
the public and private sectors, to gain valuable expertise and insight, and work together toward consensus on a broad range of 
relevant issues. 

INNOVATIONS AND PRODUCTIVITY IMPROVEMENTS 

,l The Transfer Station received permission from the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) to conduct a 
four-month paint freezing pilot program in FY19. Freezing paint changes the state of the product from a liquid waste to a 
solid waste, permits the frozen paint to be disposed of on the Transfer Station tipping floor, and eliminates the need to 
contract out the processing and disposal of the paint. 

,l DEP is working with Finance and a software developer to implement a credit card system at the Transfer Station which is 
expected to be operational by the end of FYI 9. The new transaction method will expedite traffic flow at the Shady Grove 
Scale House. 

PROGRAM CONTACTS 

Contact Patty Bubarof the Division of Solid Waste Services at 240. 777. 7786 or Trevor Lobaugh of the Office of Management and 

Budget at 240.777.2763 for more information regarding this department's operating budget. 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 

1% Food Waste Organics Recycling 

This program is designed to promote recycling offood scraps as part of the County's overall effort to increase recycling, and to 

reduce the amount offood waste within the County. The program includes initiatives to recycle food scraps and other acceptable 

organic materials, generated by the single-family residential, multi-family residential, and commercial sectors, through composting 

and/or other technologies; and to stimulate the demand for the finished recycled product by encouraging its use. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Enhance: Increased Support for Commercial Organic Food Waste Program 
667,000 

489,000 

1.00 

0.00 
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FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-time Organic Food Waste Capital Equipment Costs 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

:Is Administration and Support 

(25,000) 

(128,280) 

1,002,720 

0.00 

0.00 

1.00 

Provides support to the Deparbnent's operations, programs, and mission. It provides overall management and policy direction to 

core professional services like budget and financial management, contract managemen~ and information technology services 

management. The program's mission is to: 

• Develop and evalnate CIP and operating budgets in a strategic and economically responsible manner for fair and equitable 

rate stru.ctures; 

• Maintain solid waste enterprise funds in a financially prudent manner through efficient financial management; 

• Efficiently manage and execute all procurement requests on a timely basis and at the best possible value; 

• Review and develop policies and procedures that strengthen internal controls; 

• Identify efficiencies across the deparbnent using metrics, quantitative and financial models, and forecasting tools to analyze 

the fiscal impact of proposed changes; and 

• Identify technology solutions that bring significant value to business processes and improve operating efficiencies. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Increase Cost: Personnel Cost Increases Due to Position Being Filled at Higher Than Budgeted Level 

Increase Cost: Minor Information Technology Increases 

Increase Cost: Minor Operating Increases- Administration 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY2D Recommended 

:Is Commercial Recycling 

3,552,879 

98,499 

14,271 

1,021 

141,025 

3,807,695 

20.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

20.02 

lbis 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 and targeted small businesses. 

Through this program, technical support, assistance, education, outreach, and training is provided to the commercial sector in the 

areas of waste reduction, reuse, recycling, and buying recycled products. 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 

program initiatives and services also apply to not-for-profit organizations, as well as Federal, State, and local government facilities. 

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target 
Program Performance Measures FYI? FY1a FY1g FYZO FY21 

Non-residential recycling (tonnages) 331,969 339,031 348,261 361,799 373,472 
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Actual Actual Estimated Target Target Program Performance Measures FY17 FY18 FY
19 

fy
20 

fy
21 

Number of site visits to provide recycling assistance to businesses 1 

1 
Staffing vacancies impacted performance in FY18. 

8,079 5,378 6,750 6,750 6,750 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to1stafftumover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY2D Recommended 

* Enforcement 

1,943,761 

68,068 

2,011,829 

10.00 

0.00 

10.00 

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 dlllllping 

activities in the County; storage of unregistered vehicles on private property throughout the County; storage of inoperable 

vehicles on private property; improper screening of dlllllpsters, 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 by the 

Department of Transportation of dangerous or unsightly trash, perimeter grass, and weeds on properties which the owners have 

failed to maintain as required. Also under this program, DEP provides surface and subsurface environmental compliance 

monitoring at all County solid waste facilities, and reviews reports of air monitoring of the Resource Recovery Facility (RRF). 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

~ 
~ Dickerson Compost Facility 

1,318,857 

40,241 

1,359,098 

9.93 

0.00 

9.93 

This program includes all processing, transporting, composting, and marketing of yard trim received by the County, including 

leaves received from the County's LeafVaculll11ing Program. Processing includes grinding brush to produce mulch at the Transfer 

Station, located in Derwood; and for hauling leaves and grass from the Transfer Station to the Composting Facility, located in 

Dickerson. Composting of all leaves and grass produces a high-quality soil amendment which is sold wholesale as Leaff:lro in bulk 

and bagged forms. The budget is net of wholesale receipts. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Decrease Cost: Yard Trim Composting 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

5,400,227 

(16,741) 

(53,666) 

5,329,820 

1.15 

0.00 

0.00 

1.15 
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'le 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. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Decrease Cost: Minor Operating Expense Decreases in Dickerson Master Plan Program 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation-changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

'le Gude Landfill 

150,787 

(6,739) 

(59,466) 

84,582 

0.51 

0.00 

0.00 

0.51 

The purpose of this program is to monitor air and water quality around the landfill, maintain storm water management and erosion 

control structures, maintain site roads, and manage the landfill gas through collection and flaring systems. In addition, the program 

encompasses all operational functions necessary to maintain the Gude Landfill, which closed in 1982, in an environmentally sound 

and cost-effective manner. In addition, remediation is mandated by MDE to minimize potentially adverse environmental impacts, 

and to design post-closure uses for the site that serve the community. The engineering design of the Gude Landfill Remediation 

CIP is undeiway. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Increase Cost: Gude Landfill 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

'le Household & Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Management 

708,733 

76,189 

(29,202) 

755,720 

1.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1.00 

This program funds a contractor to receive, sort, pack, ship, and properly dispose of household hazardous waste such as 

flanunable 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 includes 

outreach to educate residents regarding the potential dangers of certain household products and to reduce generation of hazardous 

waste; it also helps 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 pennitted hazardous waste management facilities. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Increase Cost Household Hazardous Waste Contract Increase 

FY20 Recommended 

Solid Waste Services 

1,089,626 

90,320 

1,179,946 

Environment 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

~ 



* Multi-Family Recycling 
This program provides for mandatory recycling and waste reduction for multi-family properties. Program efforts include technical 

support, assistance, education, outreach and training about waste reduction, reuse, recycling and buying recycled products, in 

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. 

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target 
Program Performance Measures FY 17 FY18 fy

19 
fy

20 
FY21 

Multi-family recycling (tonnages) 28,220 29,228 30,384 31,373 32,355 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

* Oaks Landfill 

977,513 

15,802 

993,315 

5.00 

0.00 

5.00 

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 pretreatment facilities; and perfonning other required site maintenance. This program also provides for the 

acceptance and treatment of waste generated by the clean out of storm water oil/grit separators. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Increase Cost: Oaks Landfill Contractual Increases 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

• Out Of County Refuse Disposal 

1,772,535 

362,371 

7,326 

2,142,232 

1.23 

0.00 

0.00 

1.23 

This program provides for the rail shipment of ash residue that is designated for recycling from the RRF to Fulton Rail Yard near 

Richmond, Virginia, where it is unloaded and transported by truck to the Old Dominion Landfill, a contracted landfill where the 

ash is processed for further metals removal and recycling. Ash is beneficially reused as alternate daily cover and road base within 

the lined areas of Old Dominion Landfill and other modern landfill facilities. This program ~lso provides for the shipment of 

nonprocessible waste, such as construction material and, if necessary, bypass waste, from the Transfer Station to either recycling 

facilities, rubble landfills, or other contracted landfills. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 12,883,686 1.00 
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'FV20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

Increase Cost: Increases in Out Of County Hauling Rates and Tonnage 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

* Recycling Outreach And Education 

1,016,465 

3,852 

13,904,003 

0.00 

0.00 

1.00 

This program provides for broadly educating everyone living, visiting, and working in the County about waste reduction, reuse, 

recycling, buying recycled products, backyard and on-site composting, and grasscycling, 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 progress to achieve the County's recycling goal. 

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target 
Program Performance Measures FY17 FY18 FY

19 
FY

2
o FY21 

Percent of total municipal solid waste recycled 1 61.0% 61.8% 62.7% 63.8% 64.4% 
Total recycling (tonnage) 616,732 633,060 649,633 668.865 682,777 
Single-family recycling (tonnages) 256,552 264,801 270,988 275.693 276,949 
1 

This reporting is performed on a calendar year basis. CY18 data is a projection. 

FV20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

* Satellite Sites 

578,100 

12,770 

590,870 

2.00 

0.00 

2.00 

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 Saturday, provides drop-off for bulky waste 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 Derwood. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

* Transfer Station 

244,490 

4,177 

248,667 

1.70 

0.00 

1.70 

The purpose of this program is to provide a receiving, processing, and shipping facility for municipal solid waste generated within 

the County. In addition to regular trash, 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 
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includes enforcement of the County's ban on delivery ofrecyclables mixed with trash delivered for disposal and the inspection and 

licensing of waste collection vehicles; and 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. 

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target 
Program Performance Measures FY17 FYlS FYJg FYZO FY21 

Number of customers dropping off household hazardous waste at the Transfer Station 108,540 125,160 127,663 130,216 132,821 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Increase Cost: Recycling Activities at Transfer Station I GA-Contract 

Decrease Cost: Transfer Station Capital Equipment and Operating Expenses 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover. reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

'I' Yard Trim Reduction 

8,695,754 14.00 

181,815 0.00 

(578,514) 0.00 

121,586 0.00 

8,420,641 14.00 

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 

grasscycling, backyard, or on-site composting, thus reducing the amount of yard trim materials that must be collected, transported, 

and managed at the County's Yard Trim Composting Facility near Dickerson or at private compost facilities. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

FY20 Recommended 

'I' Recycling Center 

75,504 

75,504 

o.oo 
0.00 

This program provides for the separation, processing, and marketing of recyclable materials (mixed paper, cardboard, alwninum, 

glass, metal, and plastic). The Recycling Center receives recyclable material collected under the County curbside collection 

program, as well as some materials from municipalities and multi-family properties and non-residential properties which have 

established recycling programs. The materials are then sorted and shipped to markets for recycling. This program also provides for 

the management of the County's residential and some non-residential mixed paper recycling. A Paper Processing Facility was 

added and began operations on May I , 2017, to improve separation and marketing of commodities into mixed paper and 

corrugated paper. Mixed paper includes newspaper, corrugated containers, kraft paper bags, magazines, telephone directories, and 

mail. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Enhance: Recycling Center Front-end Comingled Processing Line Equipment Replacement 
7,235,054 

1,817,000 

4.50 

0.00 
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FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

Increase Cost: Increase in Comingled and Paper Recycling Costs to Address Safety and Meet Terms of 
Service Agreements 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

"' Residential Collection 

1,067,598 

34,667 

10,154,319 

0.00 

0.00 

4.50 

This program administers Countywide contracts with private collectors for collection of residential refuse and recyclables, and 

responds to the service needs of residents, Staff processes service requests from MC3 I I 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. 

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target 
Program Performance Measures FY17 FY18 FY

1 
g FY20 FY21 

Average number of recycling collections missed per week, not picked up within 24 hours 

Average number of refuse collections missed per week, not picked up within 24 hours 
62.5 

17.4 

20.3 

11.9 

15.0 

11.0 

10.0 

10.0 

7.0 

10,0 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Increase Cost: Residential Recycling Collection Contract Increase 

Increase Cost: Increase in Refuse Collection Contract Costs 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

* Resource Recovery Facility & Related Waste Transfer 

35,412,972 29.00 

271,905 0.00 

160,168 0.00 

190,414 0.00 

36,035,459 29.00 

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. 

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target 
Program Performance Measures fy 17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 

Percent of total municipal solid waste sent to landfill 1 17.3% 11.7% 11% 10.1% 10.1% 
1 

There was an increase in the amount of waste that was sent to the landfill in FY17 due to tonnage that was bypassed as a result of the fire at 
the Resource Recovery Facility. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Increase Cost: RRF Operating Increase to Meet Service Agreement 

Increase Cost: Increase in RRF Commercial Insurance 

Solid Waste Services 

26,565,489 

1,757,682 

125,365 

Environment 

1,20 

0.00 

0.00 

s6) 



FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

* Site2 

(27,154) 

28,421,382 

0.00 

1.20 

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 ofleased agricultural land, 

single-family dwellings, and agricultural buildings. Activities are coordinated with the Department of General Services as needed. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Decrease Cost: Site 2 Landfill 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

* Support for Recycling Volunteers 

159,036 

(853) 

1,256 

159,439 

0.40 

0.00 

0.00 

0.40 

The mission of this program is to recruit and retain recycling volunteers to augment available staff resources to educate the general 

public and thereby improve participation in waste reduction, reuse, recycling, and buying recycled programs. This resident­

to-resident and peer-to-peer contact is very effective in motivating people living, visiting, and working in the County to actively 

participate more in recycling. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Increase Cost: Support for Recycling Volunteers 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

* Waste System Planning 

144,140 

2,543 

(2) 

146,681 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

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. 

FY20 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs 

FY19 Approved 

Multi-program adjustments, including negotiated compensation changes, employee benefit changes, 
changes due to staff turnover, reorganizations, and other budget changes affecting multiple programs. 

FY20 Recommended 

384,219 

14,632 

398,851 

2.60 

0.00 

2.60 
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BUDGET SUMMARY 

Actual Budget Estimate Recommended %Chg 
FY18 FY19 FY19 FY20 Bud/Rec 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 
EXPENDITURES 

Salaries and Wages 7,503,589 7,758,121 7,269,991 8,048,821 3.8% 
Employee Benefits 2,429,745 2,651,418 2,489,548 2,795,460 5.4 % 

Solid Waste Disposal Personnel Costs 9,933,334 10,409,539 9,759,539 10,844,281 4.2% 
Operating Expenses 80,513,668 85,096,778 83,321,778 91,809,283 7.9% 

Capital Outlay 3,478,353 5,206,697 5,206,697 4,979,216 4.4% 

Solid Waste Disposal Expenditures 93,925,355 100,713,014 98,288,014 107,632,780 6.9% 

PERSONNEL 

Full-Time 75 76 76 76 

Part-Time 2 2 2 2 

FTEs 93.68 94.78 94.78 94.78 

REVENUES 

Investment Income 819,078 699,040 1,614,540 1,719,840 146.0 % 

Miscellaneous Revenues 552,541 25,000 427,700 45,000 80.0% 

Other Charges/Fees 264,341 221,800 190,000 190,000 -14.3 % 

Other Fines/Forfeitures 61,601 48,345 35,000 35,000 -27.6 % 

Other Intergovernmental 0 5,000 0 0 -100.0 % 

Other Licenses/Permits 8,570 13,145 10,000 10,000 -23.9 % 
Property Rentals 34,717 35,526 38,500 38,500 8.4% 

Sale of Recycled Materials 6,361,005 3,451,832 5,890,012 6,149,327 78.1 % 

Solid Waste Disposal Fees/Operating Revenues 26,672,619 27,433,357 29,292,699 29,119,333 6.1 % 

Systems Benefit Charge 66,218,344 66,493,614 66,232,245 68,439,293 2.9% 

Solid Waste Disposal Revenues 100,992,816 98,426,659 103,730,696 105,746,293 7.4% 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION 
EXPENDITURES 

Salaries and Wages 1,146,254 1,157,935 1,148,206 1,193,546 3.1 % 
Employee Benefits 316,137 385,641 382,211 405,011 5.0% 
Solid Waste Collection Personnel Costs 1,462,391 1,543,576 1,530,417 1,598,557 3.6% 
Operating Expenses 6,411,560 7,703,772 7,528,772 7,991,436 3.7% 
Solid Waste Collection Expenditures 7,873,951 9,247,348 9,059,189 9,589,993 3.7% 

PERSONNEL 

Full-Time 4 4 4 4 

Part-Time 0 0 0 0 

FTEs 11.46 11.46 11.46 11.46 

REVENUES 

Investment Income 31,207 49,300 61,530 65,540 32.9 % 
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BUDGET SUMMARY 
Actual Budget Estimate Recommended %Chg 

Other Charges/Fees 

Systems Benefit Charge 

Solid Waste Collection Revenues 

DEPARTMENT TOTALS 
Total Expenditures 

Total Full-Time Positions 

Total Part-Time Positions 

TotalFTEs 

Total Revenues 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 

FY18 FY19 FY19 

10,335 0 0 

6,429,203 7,102,557 7,086.460 

6,470,745 7,151,857 7,147,990 

101,799,306 109,960,362 107,347,203 

79 80 80 

2 2 2 

105.14 106.24 106.24 

107,463,561 105,578,516 110,878,686 

FY20 RECOMMENDED CHANGES 

FY20 Bud/Rec 

0 

8,818,850 24.2% 

8,884,390 24.2% 

117,222,773 6.6% 

80 

2 

106.24 

114,630,683 8.6% 

Expenditures FTEs 

FY19ORIGINALAPPROPRIATION 100,713,014 94.78 

Changes /with service impacts) 

Enhance: Recycling Center Front-end Comingled Processing Line Equipment Replacement [Recycling CenterJ 

Enhance: Increased Support for Commercial Organic Food Waste Program [Food Waste Organics Recycling] 

Enhance: Increase Award to A Wider Circle 

Other Adjustments lwith no service impacts! 

Increase Cost: RRF Operating Increase to Meet Service Agreement [Resource Recovery Facility & Related Waste 
Transfer] 

Increase Cost: Increase in Comingled and Paper Recycling Costs to Address Safety and Meet Tem,s of Service 
Agreements (Recycling Center] 

Increase Cost: Increases in Out Of County Hauling Rates and Tonnage [Out Of County Refuse Disposal) 

Increase Cost: Oaks Landfill Contractual Increases (Oaks Landfilij 

Increase Cost FY20 Compensation Adjustment 

Increase Cost: Residential Recycling Collection Contract Increase [Residential Collection] 

Increase Cost: Recycling Activities at Transfer Station !GA-Contract [Transfer Station] 

Increase Cost: Increase in RRF Commercial Insurance [Resource Recovery Facility & Related Waste Transfer) 

Increase Cost: Annualization of FY19 Personnel Costs 

Increase Cost: Personnel Cost Increases Due to Position Being Filled at Higher Than Budgeted Level 
[Administration and Support) 

Increase Cost: Household Hazardous Waste Contract Increase [Household & Small Quantity Hazardous Waste 
Management] 

Increase Cost: Gude Landfill [Gude Landfill) 

Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 

Increase Cost: Motor Pool Adjustment 

Increase Cost Minor Information Technology Increases [Administration and Support] 

1,817,000 0.00 

489,000 0.00 

25,000 0.00 

1,757,682 0.00 

1,067,598 0.00 

1,016.465 0.00 

362,371 0.00 

316,907 0.00 

271,905 0.00 

181,815 0.00 

125,365 0.00 

119,117 0.00 

98,499 0.00 

90,320 0.00 

76. 189 0.00 

37,237 0.00 

34,308 0.00 

14,271 0.00 
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Increase Cost: Charge Back from Finance 

Increase Cost Retirement Adjustment 

FY20 RECOMMENDED CHANGES 

Increase Cost: Support for Recycling Volunteers [Support for Recycling Volunteers] 

Increase Cost Other Miscellaneous Operating Costs 

Increase Cost: Minor Operating Increases- Administration [Administration and SupportJ 

Decrease Cost: Site 2 Landfill [Site 2] 

Shift: Annualization of ESRI Enterprise Agreement - Shift to DTS 

Decrease Cost: Minor Operating Expense Decreases in Dickerson Master Plan Program [Dickerson Master Plan 
Implementation] 

Decrease Cost: Yard Trim Composting [Dickerson Compost Facility] 

Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-time Organic Food Waste Capital Equipment Costs [Food Waste Organics 
Recycling] 

Decrease Cost: OPEB Adjustment 

Decrease Cost Turnover Savings 

Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY19 

Decrease Cost: Transfer Station Capital Equipment and Operating Expenses [Transfer Station] 

Expenditures FTEs 

13,488 0.00 

8,873 0.00 

2,543 0.00 

1,713 0.00 

1,021 0.00 

(853) 0.00 

(3,400) 0.00 

(6,739) 0.00 

(16,741) 0.00 

(25,000) 0.00 

(87,020) 0.00 

(108,654) 0.00 

(182,000) 0.00 

(578,514) 0.00 

FY20 RECOMMENDED 107,632,780 94.78 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION 

FY19 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts) 

9,247,348 11.46 

Increase Cost: Increase in Refuse Collection Contract Costs [Residential Collection] 

Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 

Increase Cost: FY20 Compensation Adjustment 

Increase Cost: Annualization of FY19 Personnel Costs 

Increase Cost: Motor Pool Adjustment 

Increase Cost: Retirement Adjustment 

Increase Cost: Increase Personnel Cost 

Increase Cost: SWC Automation 

Increase Cost Increase in Finance Charge back - Property Tax Bills (Collection) 

Decrease Cost: OPEB Adjustment 

160,168 0.00 

118,519 0.00 

42,789 0.00 

14,374 0.00 

6,260 0.00 

2,542 0.00 

1,215 0.00 

850 0.00 

658 0.00 

(4,730) 0.00 

FY20 RECOMMENDED 9,589,993 11.46 

Program Name 

Food Waste Organics Recycling 

Administration and Support 

Solid Waste Services 

PROGRAM SUMMARY 

FY19 APPR FY19 APPR 
Expenditures FTEs 

667,000 1.00 

3,552,879 20.02 

FY20 REC FY20 REC 
Expenditures FTEs 

1,002,720 1.00 

3,807,695 20.02 
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PROGRAM SUMMARY 

Program Name FY19APPR FY19APPR 
Expenditures FTEs 

Commercial Recycling 1,943,761 10.00 

Enforcement 1,318,857 9.93 

Dickerson Compost Facility 5,400,227 1.15 

Dickerson Master Plan Implementation 150,787 0.51 

Gude Landfill 708,733 1.00 

Household & Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Management 1,089,626 0.00 

Multi-Family Recycling 977,513 5.00 

Oaks Landfill 1,772,535 1.23 

Out Of County Refuse Disposal 12,883,686 1.00 

Recycling Outreach And Education 578,100 2.00 

Satellite Sites 244,490 1.70 

Transfer Station 8,695,754 14.00 

Yard Trim Reduction 75,504 0.00 

Recycling Center 7,235,054 4.50 

Residential Collection 35,412,972 29.00 

Resource Recovery Facility & Related Waste Transfer 26,565,489 1.20 

Site 2 159,036 0.40 

Support for Recycling Volunteers 144,140 0.00 

Waste System Planning 384,219 2.60 

Total 109,960,362 106.24 

Charged Department 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 
General Seivices 

Parking District Services 

Parking District Services 

Parking District Services 

Parking District Services 

Liquor Control 

TIiie 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 

CHARGES TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS 

Charged Fund 

General Fund 

Bethesda Parking 

Silver Spring Parking 

Montgomery Hills Parking 

Wheaton Parking 

Liquor 

Total 

FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS 
CE RECOMMENDED ($000S) 

FY20 FY21 

FY19 
Total$ 

251,749 

69,558 

134,768 

0 

13,042 

19,649 

488,766 

FY22 

FY19 
FTES 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

FY23 

FY20 REC FY20 REC 
Expenditures FTEs 

2,011,829 10.00 

1,359,098 9.93 

5,329,820 1.15 

84,582 0.51 

755,720 1.00 

1,179,946 0.00 

993,315 5.00 

2,142,232 1.23 

13,904,003 1.00 

590,870 2.00 

248,667 1.70 

8,420,641 14.00 

75,504 0.00 

10,154,319 4.50 

36,035,459 29.00 

28,421,382 1.20 

159,439 0.40 

146,681 0.00 

398,851 2.60 

117,222,773 106.24 

FY20 FY20 
Total$ FTES 

254,618 0.00 

68,959 0.00 

129,559 0.00 

0 0.00 

12,538 0.00 

20,069 0.00 

485,743 0.00 

FY24 FY25 
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FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS 
CE RECOMMENDED ($0008) 

Title FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 

EXPENDITIR:S 

FY20 Recommended 107,633 107,633 107,633 107,633 107,633 107,633 

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections. 

Retiree Health Insurance Pre-funding 0 (1) (4) (26) (42) (54) 

Labor Contracts 0 r;r r;r r;r r;r r;r 

These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service increments, and other negotiated items. 

Subtotal Expenditures 107,633 107,699 107,696 107,674 107,658 107,646 

SOLID WASTE COL.l.ECTlON 

EXPENlllTIR:S 

FY20 Recommended 9,590 9,590 9,590 9,590 9,590 9,590 

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections. 

Retiree Health Insurance Pre-funding 0 0 0 (1) (2) (3) 

Labor Contracts 0 10 10 10 10 10 

These figures represent the estimated annualized cost of general wage adjustments, service increments, and other negotiated items. 

Subtotal Expenditures 9,590 9,601 9,601 9,600 9,599 9,598 
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SOLID WASTE ENTERPRISE FUND 
RATES AND FISCAL PROJECTIONS FOR FY20-25 

Assumptions: 

• In FY20, the County Executive recommends the following solid waste system service charges: 

Single-Family: $213.26 

Multi-Family: $16.06 

Non-Residential: $596.13 
(medium category) 

• Refuse collection services are maintained at their current levels, with the annual collection charge increasing $18.00 
(23%) from $77.00/household in FYI 9 to $95.00/household in FY20. 

• The disposal fee for municipal solid waste received at the Transfer Station (known as the "Tipping Fee") and waste 
delivered in open-top roll-off boxes is unchanged at $60 per ton and $70 per ton, respectively. 

• Expenditures for certain programs, such as the Resource Recovery Facility, Transfer Station, and Out-of-County Haul, 

are Base Systems Costs and are calculated based on waste generation estimates for each sector. Expenditures for 

programs such as the Recycling Center, Recycling Collection, and Dickerson Compost Facility are Incremental Costs 

and are calculated based on the cost of the incremental services received by each sector. Other expenditures are 
increased by inflation, except where contract or scheduled costs apply. 
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FY20-25 PUBLIC SERVICES PROGRAM FISCAL PLAN Solid Waste Collection 
fY19 FY20 fY21 FY22 

' 
m, ,m ms 

FtsCAL PROJECTK>NS ESTIMATE REC PROJECTION 
IA,SSUMPTJONS 

PROJECTION PROJECTION PROJECTION PROJECTION 

Indirect CM! Rate 18.23% 20.45°,.;,, 20.45% 20.45%.I 20.45% 20.45% 20.45% 
CPI (fiscal Year) 2.2% 2.3~i 2.5% 2.1%, 2.7% 2.7% 2.7Y. 
Investment lneome Yield 2.3% 2.5¼ 25% 2.5%1 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 

Nlilllbel" of Hoosehol!U 92.057 92.830 93,519 94,207 94,895 95,584 96.272 
Charge per Hou&ehold (om:e-weekly reh.lH collecnon) s n.oo I 95.00 • 112.DO ' 130.DD ' • 130.00 • 130.00 s 130.00 
Percentage fulte lflcrease (Decrease) 0.0% 23.4¾ 17.9% 16.1% 0.0% 0.0% {l.0% 
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE (140,204) f2,348,4021 fl.396,5151 (3, ,02.2so1 I (1,375.770) 20,871 1,174,574 

REVENUES 
Charges For Services 7.086,460 8.818,850 10.474,128 I 12.246,910 12.336,350 12.425,920 12.515,360 
Mlscellaneou& 61,SlD 65,540 65,540 65,540 I 65,540 65,540 65,540 

Subtotal Revenues 7,147,990 8,814,390 10.539,&68 , 12.312,450 I 12,401,890 12,,(91,460 12,5e0,900 

INTER FUND TRANSFERS !Net Non.CIP} (286.3941 (331,9051 1345,635}' (.)60,2821 • (375,844) (392,272) (409,428) 
Transfers To The Gener:a! Fund (286,394) 1331,905) (345,635)' (360,282)! (375,844) (392,272) (409,428) 

lmlirec;t Cost& (281,394) (326.905) (340,635) {355,282)' (370,844) {381,2ni (404.428) 
DCM (5,000) (5,000} (5000) {5,000), (5,000) (5,000) {5,000 

TOTAL RESOURCES 6,721,392 6,204,083 6,797,518 , 8,849,908 I 10,650.276 12,120,059 13,349,0-46 

CIP CURRENT REVENUE APPROP. • ' ' ,, 
' 0 ' PSP OPER. BUDGET APPROP/ EXP'S. I 

Operating Budget (9,059,189, (9.589.9931 (9.878,776) (10,204,815) (10.609,703) (10,937,208) (11,362,207) 
labor Contracts "" "'' {12,702) (12,702)! (12,702) (12,702) 112,10211 
Labor Contracts Othef" "'' "'' 2,245 2,245 2,245 2,245 2.245 
Retiree Health Insurance Pre-Funding "'' "'' 60 200 I 1.360 2,180 2,770 

110;21s,0121 l - -
U0,945.,485) (11,369,8!M) Subtotal PSP Oper Budgc,t Approp I Exp'I (9,059,1891 (9,589,993) (9,889.173) (10,618,8001 

OTHER CLAIMS ON FUND BALANCE 110.605j (10 &051 (10,6051 (10,6051 ! 110,6051 0 0 
TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES {9,069,7941 (9,600,598t (9,899,778) (10.,225,~77) I (10,629,405) (10,945,485) (11,369,894) 

YEAR END FUND BALANCE (2,348,4021 (3,396,5151 (3.102,260) 11.375.77~)1 20,871 1,1T4.ST4 1,97{;,152 

YEAR ENO CASH BALANCE 2,673,081 1,624,968 1,919,2231 2,845,713 , ... ,~ .. 1 3,796,057 I 3,797,835 
840-0F-YEAR RESERVES AS A 

PERCENT OF RESOURCES -34.9"-'o -54.7¾ 45.6~0. -15.5% ,.,~ '·"' 14.8'--1. The refuse collection charge is adjusted annually to fund the approved service program and to maintain an ending net asset balance 
between 10 percent and 15 percent of resources afthe end of the six-year planning period. Year end fund balances in FY21-25 ore 
projections on!y and will change with the change in the underlying assumptions p.e .. gowth in house counts, CPI, fn1testment Income Yield) in 
future fiscal years. 

2. These projections are based on the Executi1te's recommended budget and include the revenue and resource assumptions of that budget. 
The projected future expenditures, revenues. and fund balances may vary based on changes not assumed here to fee or tax rotes. usage. 
inflation, future labor agreements, and other fact~ not assumed here. 
3. The fund balance is negafi,;e from FYl9-22 because of a $4 mill!on lfab!litythot results from a FY18 loan from the Disposal fund. This $4 mfllion 
loon was executed in FY18 to more gradually phase in the rate increases needed to cover substantial increases in collection contract costs, 
The cash balance of the fund remains positive across the six-year period. Refuse collection charges wiU be adjusted annually to achieve cost 
recovery. pay bock the loan, and progress towards the fund balance poltcy target of 10 percent to 15 percent. 

Solid Waste Services Environment s€) 



FY20-25 DIVISKm OF SOLID WASTE SERVICES 

ESTIMATED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED 
ASCAL PROJECTIONS FY19 .,.,. FY21 F\'22 FY23 FYU FY25 

S,ig,e-F'.rnfy Ch.rgir:s {$,'Halffhola) 205.11 213.26 227.70 245.63 ""·" 285.74 31D.Q5 
% ~ in r,n frnm ~ ~ a.a-, 4.D% 6.e¾ 7'% 7.9% 7.8% , .... 

Mull:..F~ Charges {$.'Dwellng Unit) 16.oe 16.06 1!'L7l 15.00 14.32 13.Cf 12.81 
% ch;;uve 11 rita fmm p!WKIIJi ,-ar C.8% 0.0-.. -2.n". ~.1"!. ...... -5.0,. -5.8% 

Nooll!soerl~ Charges (medi1,111 'categar( i:rarge) 596.13 596.13 :572.,42 53Q.5t 4~.02 462.38 '428.22 
'%,~in rate from prarious )'NI' 0.0% 0.0% -4.0-4 -5.7% -7.5% -7.3% -H% 

OPERATIONS CALCULATION 

REVENUES 

Oispos.i FMS 34.579.00! 34,'410,364 3!i.1eB.47S 36.100,Jl& 3a.S~.61Q 37,733,5Q2 38."49,843 
Chirpnfor~~c M.tlO!il,401 S7,D9!1,730 5Q.gQ5.DOO 63,388,557 67.1C2.352 71,'4115, 1'1Q 76.228,+ul 
MisoelaneGus 12,537,747 12.525.MG 12.C06.49e 12,750,202 12.U!,810 f3,ll32.283 13.177,631 
Investment Income- 1,614,540 1,719,840 1,719.840 1,719,6'40 1,719,840 f,719.640 1.7Ul,840 
Subtotill fwnm.i& 103.730,0B 105.7-41,293 10UIU04 113.951,915 118,671,621 123.,980,914- 130.01U6CI 

INTERFUND TRAHSFERS (7-"'7.sa7) (&00,9") ....... .....,. 537.207 416,QI ....... 
EXPENDl'MIES 

Parsonnel Costs {G.75'1,5:JQ) 00.844,281) (11,338.~) ( 11.826,538) \12.344,540) (12,891,400) {13.324, IOOJ -- (83.321,778) f91,801UB3) (00.613. U,9) (103,680,()'JQ) (111.707,814} (117,879,034} (123.766,Qll) 

""'""""""' /5.206.eW) (4,979.216) (7,314.000) 12 .... 15,!M) {7a3,613J (&17,◄.52J (560,-452J 
Qtw Expvndib.Jr9 Rewictions --... ('8..288.014) (107.632,710) j115.267.001J {117.522. 113) (124.1135,967) (131.371,889) {137.651,5231 

ClRREHT RECEIPTS TO CIP (1.330.853) (8.AOl).0001 (12,300.000) (6.500,000j . . 
OTHER a.ANS ON FUND SALAHCE - OPEB (14,842) (14.Mll (84.842) (14,142) {84.142) . 
POTENTIAL FlffiJRE EXPENDITURES . . . . 
PAYOUT OF GUDE RBIEDIATION 1,330,1$3 8.AOO,GOO 12.300,000 6,500.000 . 
CY GUDE REMEDIATl>N . . . . . . 
PAY"OUTOF CLOSURE COSTS jNon.CP) 1,106,854 1.815,t11 1,910,981 1.906,652 1.ffl.ll20 2.005,64-9 2,057,&Ui 
CY ACCRUED CLOSURE COSTS (29,329) (37,937) ('2 .... 1 f ... 12111 141.389) (,0,628) (51,997) 

·~- .,_I (3 ..... (t.537.229) (U05,'""J 15.=- (5.215.ffll 

CASH POSITION 

ENDING CASH & WVESTllEHTS 
U........,Ca,h 64,034,107 52..519,350 33,41l1.117 al,85a,3&1 1tl,2M.40Q 13,D29.5~ e.793.430 
Restricted Cash 27.438,338 2Q,4B5.258 32,477.600 36,181,876 Je.481,512 34,215,474 34.713,400 
Subtotal Cah & lrrw'Htmlnts 9U72,445 12.004,.aB 65,878.807 57,040,236 52,767.921 47.245.318 41,506,920 

RESERVE & UABLITY REQUIREIIENTS 

Management: luserw (22,044,954) {23,635,417) (24,188.565) (25,1128,951) (2/!l.~1.852) (25,298,800) (2!.677,◄01) 
Debt StM:a R.Herve . . . 
Future S~ ca,~~ . . . . . . 
Reeardl & DeYeklpmen,t Rnerve . . . 
Renewal & Replacement Reserve {4,393,385) {4.4&4,328) (4,582.983) !4,088,X-2) \4,7~.IITT) /4,916,(115/ {5.036,089) 
Stablty Rl!!«Ve (1.000.oo:IJ f1 ,365.513) (3,7Cle.142) /5,864,533) ('4.~,683) !1.000,0DJ {1,000,000) 
Sublobl RaHne Requi~ (27,A38,338) (2>.485.25111 f32A77.l901 (38.181,876) 136.48U12) P,..21~ .• ,.., ~71U90J 
Closlft!P~~ity (J3,QQ3,760) {12.215,Q06) (l0.347.fl24) (3.4·S7.n2) (6.642.069) (4.747,;rei (2.803.256) 
Gude REmediation Liability (27.200,000) {18.800.(X>O} {6.500.000) . . 

Clffl!n"I LOOilhies Not lnd..iang Debt/Closur.e (10.000.o:xJ) 17,000.0001 {4,000.000) t'4,00D,OO::,) (2:,0Xl,000) {2,000.000) {2,000,000) 
Subtobll Reserve & liability RequiremenCs (78.&32,118) jll.~1.16,,1) (53.325.31•) 1411,6&9,&a) 145.123,581) (411.963,"'°) 139.SfU.tGJ 

CASH & INVESTMENTS OVERl(UNDERt 
RESERVE & LIABILITY REQUIREMENTS 12.Mll,327 .......... 12.553.ffl 8,370,568' T,644.lCO 6.281.918 1,990,174 

N&tAsuts 

ENDING NET ASSETS 87.036.802 85,422:,35Q SQ.320.332. 87,1:U,373 8151!,332 7'4,546,007 67.364.54Q 
LI!!!is: ReseM! ~l'MM!nts (27,A38,338j (29.415.25111 r.ll'J .l17 ,690) (36.1111,876) (36..481.5121 [34,215,474) (34.713.at) 

NET ASSETS OVER/1UNDERt 
RESERVE REQUIREMENTS ...... ,... ~7.101 56.812:.542 5D,IQ.A97 ....... .,. .C0.330.533 32..'51.09 
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FY20 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 Systems 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 sector- specific services they receive (single­
family homeowners pay for curbside recycling collection 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 Waste Transfer Station, this charge is referred to as the 
"Tipping Fee" for accepting municipal solid waste for disposal. 

Leaf Vacuuming Charge- Covers the cost ofleafvacuuming service provided in the Leaf Vacuuming District. 

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

• 3. Implementation of Service Charges 

- Service charges are collected from the various sectors in the following manner: 

Solid Waste Services Environment &B 



Base Incremental Disposal Leaf Refuse 
Systems Systems Charge Vacuuming Collection 
Benefit Benefit Charge Charge 

Unincorporated Via tax bill Via tax bill Via tax bill Via tax bifl to Via tax bill to 
Sinele-Family those those 

serviced serviced 

Incorporated Via taK bill Not applicable Chare-ed at Not Not 
Single-Fam Hy Transfer Station applicable applicable 

Unincorporated Via tax bill Viii tax bill Charged at Via tax bill to Not 
Multi-family Transfer Station those serviced applicable 

lnmrporated Via tax bill Vla tax bill Charged at Not Not 
Multi-family Transfer Station applicable applicable 

Unincorporated Vla tax bill Via ta11: bill Char&:ed at Not Not 
Non-Residential Transfer Station applicable applicable 

Incorporated Via tax bill Via tax bill Charged at Not applicable Not applicable 
Non-Residential Transfer Station 

64-20 Environment FY20 Operating Budget and Public Services Program FY20~ 



FY20 SOLi) WASTE SERVICE CHARGES TO BE COLLECTED VIA REAL PROPERTY ACCOUNT BILLING 
Base lncremertal 

Base EliHing System; Ststem; Refuse 
Charge Rate Disposal Benefit "'"'" Colledion 
<$Aon) ' ttooS'H-fl : Charce • a,.-oe • a,.-a, . Claroe 

Gode Reference 48-32(8)(1) 48-32(C)l,2) 48--aA,(b)(2}(A) 48-81\(bX2){8) 48-29 
SUBOISTRtCT A (Refuaa CoDection District)~ 
rlside Lea' Vacu1.mtlg District • 60.00 0.85867 • 51.52 • 20.!l7 • 140.77 • 95.00 
OLtside Learvaruurring astlld $ 60.00 0.85867 $ 51.52 • 20.!l7 $ 140. 77 • 95.00 
t'lcorpcrated $ 20.97 

SUBOlSTRK:T B SINGLE.fAMILY** 
1ncorporcted 

' 20.!l7 
rlside Lea' Vacuurring District 

Urincorporaed $ 6000 0 85867 $ 51.52 $ 20.87 $ 140.77 
Olistie Leafvarull'Ting OiSlid 

Unrlcorporated $ 60.00 O.B5867 $ 51.52 $ 20 !l7 $ 140.77 

IIJLTI.fAUJLY RESIDENTIAL-

lnccrpor.ted $ 4.39 • 11-67 
Unincapora:ed 

OllSlde Leal'Vacwmng District • 4.39 • 11.67 
Inside Lea' VocwrrtigOlstrid • 4.39 $ 11.67 

NONRESIDENTIAL - ,.,., 000 SQ. FT, -
Code Reference 

waste Gener.ii on categories 
Low • 68.27 $ 50.96 
Meciuml.ON • 204.80 • 15287 

""'"" • 341.34 • 254.79 
MedLrnHgh $ $ 
H</1 $ 614.41 • 458.61 

OTHER FY20 &OLIO WASTE FUS 
Base Solid Waste Charge ooder Sedion 48--32(aX1 ): 

l'Thisis kno.wn as the 'Timina Fee-1 • 60.00 /d;,,.nosaJ ton 
WaS:e delNeredfor dsposal <500 lb loads l"I piva:&ty cwned and oper.tedvehides ortrailera SoidWa!te Service Charges (Sed:i0n 4B-32(a)(2)). 

<1,000 capacity per Section 48-32(cX2l $0. OOtdsposal ton Paper and Cormin~ed Containers 
SoidWaSe Serviee Charges (Section 4B-32(b)(2)) 

Al YardTrimreceived at the Traister Station 
,,.......,him> 500 ~•nds'fo...-tl 

Waste delNered in onen-ton rot-off box • 70.00 ld;"'"osal ton Miscela-,ews t48-31tf)t Cormost Bins 
• Ncte: Base Sysern; Benefl Omrges are set to awer Col.J1y Base SysterTB Costs net fl Disposal Olarges 
a Wlh respect to Base and t,crerrental SyS:ern;Benert aiwoe~ this categc11y Includes dNe!lngsin btildngs of SD( or fewer hoosehOJds 

. -- The Nonrelldertial rae nutiplled by the total runw fl 2.000 SQLJa""e foot units a enclosed area e~ the nonresidential charge. 

Solid Waste Services 

Leaf 
Vacuun-ing ra• . a,.-oe : Bil 

48--47 

5 U.16 $ 416.42 

' 300.26 
$ 20.!l7 

$ 20.!l7 

$ 1tll.16 $ 321.42 

$ 213.26 

$ 16.06 

• 16.06 

• 4.26 $ 20.32 

$ 119.23 

• 357 67 

• 596.13 
$ 

• 1,073.02 

$0.-00 ,ton 

$46.00 Aon 
$0.00 eaeh 
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FY20-25 PUBLIC SERVICES PROGRAM: FISCAL PIAN Vacuum L{'af Col\ec1ion 

FISCAL PROJECTIONS 

20A5% 20.45% 20.45% 20.45% 20 ... 5% 
2.3% 2.5,., 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 
2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 

97.2% 97.2% 97.2% 97.2% 97.2% 
of lec,ve attributed to muhi-family units and townhome u 2.1% 2.11% '·"" 2.8% 2.8% es per sin Je-fumil household • 101.16 $ 120.31 $ 12◄.09 $ 127.10 • 129.64 $ 132.7◄ IIGINNING PUND IALANa 393,.S34 214,6(11 246,n, 231,672 270,565 302,451 

HV!NU!S 
Olarges For Servic:e:I 7,911,714 8,886,176 9,165,350 9,387,871 9,575.176 9,80◄.922 Miscellaneous 26,&50 32,950 39,050 39,050 39,050 39,050 Subtotal levenuH 1,015,564 1,919,126 9~04,400 9,426,921 9,614~6 9,143,972 

INTfRPUND TRANSP!RS (Net Non-CIP) (1,376,&52) (1,655,133) (2,379,152) {2,515,915) (2,504,307) {2,491,711) (2,515,311) T ronden To The General Fund (621,852) (n5,833J (751,862) (773,◄59) (795,681) (818,549) (8-42,079) Indirect Costs (621,852) (725,833) (751,862) (773,459) (795,6811 (818,549) 18-42,079) Tnmden To Special Fds: Non-TOJt + ISF (755,000) 1930,000) (1,627,290) ll,7◄2,5261 (1,708,626) (1,673,232) (1,673,232) 
~ To Solid Wmte Dispsooi Fund (755,000) (930,000) fl ,627,290) (1,7◄2,526) (1,708,626) (1,673,232) (1,673,232) 

TOTAL RESOURCES 6,595,741 6,753,265 6,754,575 6,935,194 7,161,216 7,393,010 7,631,119 

PSP OPl!R. IUDOl!T APPROP/ EXP'S. 
Operating Budget (6,202,21 ◄) (6,531,664) !6,.(72,798) 16,661,52.(J (6,855,723) (7,055.55'1) (7,261,130) l.obor Agreement 

"'" 0 (3◄,998) (3◄,998) (3◄,998) (3◄,998} {3 .. ,998) 
Subtotal PSP Oper Budget Approp / &p·1 (6,202,214) (6,531,664) (6,507,796) (6,696,522) (6,190,721) (7,0,0,552) (7,296,171) 

TOTAL USE OF RESOURCES (6,202,214) (6,531,664) (6,507,796) (6,696,522) (6,190,721) (7,090,552) (7,296,171) 

YEAR END FUND BALANCE 393,534 214,601 246,779 231,672 270,165 302,451 334,941 

END-Of•YfAR HSl!RVlS AS A 
PERCENT OF Rl!SOURC!S 6.0% 3.2% 3,'6,i, 3A% 3.1% 4.1% ... 
auumptJons; 
1. Leaf Vacuuming rates are adjusted to achie\'e cost recovery. 
2. The Vacuum Leaf Collection fund balance policy target Is $250,000, In future years, rates will be adjusted annually to fund the approved service program and to maintain the appropriate ending balance. 

Montgomery County Government 



Private Sector 

MATERIAL FLOW DIAGRAM 
Calendar Year 2017 

C&OE,iporledbyPri..-s.cior CClleelorS 
(Old not go1IWOIJOll"Counly Tra,,afer Slation) 

MSW Exported by Private-Sector 
Collectors (Did not go through 

County Transfer Station) 

Market - Recycling, 

County Yard Waste Composting 
Facility, Dickerson, MD 

Compost 
1-----+ Markel 

Materials 
Market 

Mulch 
Users 

KEY: 

Various Locations 

County 
Recycling Center R• ktuo 

(Drop-Off and 1--+-------­
MRF) 

Local C&D Req,;ler 

Rubble Landfill, MD 

Audited or otherwise documented. Often based on trud< scales of othe<s. 
Data is from Stat~fied County trud< scales O,.,,ed by County. 
Data is from State-cef1ified truck scales, privately operated under contract to County. 

q 
Waste-to-Energy 

Resource Recowry Faciltty in 
Dickerson, MD (Operated by 

Covanta, Inc.) 

This color indicates C&D waste, v.nich Is not MSW, not eligible for recycling and is not to be included in recycling rate calculation.• 

Landfill Cover; Ferrous Market 

Stream Material Sources of Data Total 
No. Descri tion Convnents 

Collector, Processor, Business & Sett-Hauler Rpts 
County TS & MRF Scales, Outbound 
County Transfer Station (TS) Scale Records 
County TS Scale Out Records 
County Trans. Stat'n. & Covanta Scale Records 
Covanta Scales as Loaded 
CGunlY ,.,.,. Sla1lon 
Cou.!'!Y. TS Scale Out Records 
CGunlYTrpw__§l!!lplJT§ 
Audited 6-Mo. Hauler Reports 
C ost Faclllt & TS Scale Records 
MES Scale Reco<ds 
Covanta Scale Records 

Republic Monthly Report 
Republic Monthl Report 

Not County-managed, includes both disposed and recycled C & D 
Filtered to avoid doubl-ting 
Outgoing to market from County Recycling Center & Penn Waste 
Scaled out as taken to County Mulch Contractor & Preserve Locations 
Not included in MRA recycling calculation 
Not included in MRA recycling calculation 
Total tons loaded on rail to RRF Net of 6a 
In-Bound C&D less Outbound Non-Processibles Landfilled or Recycled 
MSW shipped to landfill 

---'="'4 In-Bound C&D less Outbound Non-Processibles Landfilled or Recycled 
Private Sector MSW Collection not delivered to CountyTS 

lndudes 0 to Backu ters 
Reported by Compost Faclhty Manage, 

7,039 Recovered from ash at County Facility 
--,r..a..l Not Included in MRA recycling calculation 

178,756 Total ash (includes 12, 12a, and 13) 
156,080 lnduded in MRA recycling calculation 

•---"" '6"'76...--. Not induded in MRA recycling calculation 

Montgomery County Recycling Rate and Waate Diversion Rate Calculations (MRA Method) Numerator Denominator Rate 
Recycling Rate (1 + 2 + 3 + 8 • 9 + 10 + 12) / (CMW • 4 • 5 ~• ~) 616,733 

616,733 
1,103,051 

1,103,051 Waate Diversion Rate - ((1 + 2 + 3 + 8 • 9 + 10 + 12) / (CMW. 4 • 5 -» + 5.0% 

Notes: 

Nomenclature: 

• Construction and Demoition waste (C&D) is waste Identified by place of origin • construction or land Clearing sites. C&D is reported on 
licensed hauler reports, but there may be additional C&D tons not reported and therefore not included in stream 0. 

- Nonprocessibles are Construction & Demoition-type materials: not eligible for recycling c:rediL but are County-managed solid waste. 
-• Dive<sion Rate • Recycle Rate + 5.0% Source Reduction Credit 

"C&D" means "Construction and Demoition" waste, exdusive of MSW, tradibonally managed by the private sector, but much now comes to County TS. 
"CMW" means "County Management Waste·. It includes all MSW, v.nether or not exported by private sector collectors, but only C&D delivered to TS. 
"MSW" stands for "Municipal Solid Waste·, and represents the waste eligible for recycling under the State recycling law, regulations and guidelines. 
-rs· stands for the County's "Transfer Station", located in DerMX>d, Maryland, just south of Gaithersburg. 
"MRF" stands for Material Recovery Facility 
"RRF" stands for Resource Recovery Facility 

55.91% 

60.91% 

@ 



Solid Waste System Disposal Fund, Rate Setting Methodology FY20 

Item 
Total Budgetary Operating Costs for the Year 

CIP Expen. (Current Receipts, Non-Closure) 
Contingency Funds 
Closed landfill Expenses {inflation only) 
Material Sales Revenue 
Miscellaneous Revenues 
Investment Income 
Sector-Specific Stab11ity Fund Contributions (Draw) 
Fund Balance Adjusting All Sectors Contribution (Draw) 
Transfer to Disposal Fund From Leaf Vacuuming Fund 
Fund Contribution for Small Loads (e.g. <500 lbs) 

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 Property Levy 

I 

Amount Notes 
$ 108,884,084 a 

b 

' 37,937 d 
(6,149,327) e 
(6,376,031) f 
(1,719,840) g 

(420,050) h 
(2,399,481) 

(930,000) J 
2,210,117 k 

$ 93,137,409 
$ (40 524 363) 

52.613,046 I e-
j -:=-----_ 

Sin"le-Familv m Multi-Familv 
35.7% C 10.5% 

• 18,786,084 0 ' 5,530,391 
113,351,241) 0 (4,935,898 

• 5,434,843 ' 594,494 
259,141 q 135,293 

m 
C 

0 

0 

q Households (HH) or Commercial Gross Floor Area Units (GFAU) 
Base System Benefit Charge on Property Levy ($/HH $/GFAU) s 20.97 /HH s 4.39 IHH 

INCREMENTAL SYSTEM BENEFIT CHARGES (ISBC) 
Recycling 
Satellite Sites 
Studies Specifis to the Nonresidential Sector 
Organics - Food Waste 
Stabilization 

• 32,968,432 
267.423 

(4,062,800) 

' $ 1,227,220 t 
6,243 

' 295,850 ' Composting 1,833,451 w 49,697 w 
Total ' 31,006,507 • 1,579,010 

220,270 ' 135,293 q Households (HH) or Commercial Gross Floor Area Units (GFAU) 
ISCB to be Charged on Property Levy s 140.77 /HH s 11.67 /HH 

DISPOSAL FEES (Charged on Property Levy (In-lieu of Tipping Fee) 
Tons of Refuse Disposed by Subdistrict A & 8 Households 

Single-Family Households 1n Sub-Districts A & 8 (Non-Municipal) 
Disposal Tons Per Household 
County Tipping Fee for Accepting Refuse at its Transfer Station 
Disposal Fee Levied on Subdistrict A & B Households on Tax Bill 

Total System Benefit Charges Levied on Tax Bill 

Non-Municipal Single-Family Homes 
Municipal Single-Family Homes 

Multi-Family Dwellingu 

$ 
s 

s 

' 

189,143 
220,270 
0.8587 

60.00 
51.52 

213.26 

20.97 

tons NA 
HH NA 
ton/HH NA 
$!ton NA 
/HH NA 

NA 

/HH 

/HH 

s 

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 
f 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) 

16.07 fHH 

k Charge to fund balance to account for non-chargable refuse deliveries (e.g. <500 lb loads per SS 48-32(c){2) & MRF residue) 
Revenue from Incremental System Benefit Charges 

m SmgJe-fami/y 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 Sector's Share of System Base Costs Single-Family Multi-Family 
Disposed into County System (open-top roll off tons not mc/uded) 235,673 86,510 
Non-Charged Loads (<500 lbs, PUF, Beauty-Spots, MRF Residue) (13,152) (3,872) 
Off-Setting Tonnage 222,521 82,638 

TipingFee $ 60.00 /ton $ 60.00 /ton 
Sector Off-Sets for Refuse Disposal Fees and Tipping Fees $ 13,351,241 $ 4,958,303 
Credit Card Fees $ $ (22,405) 
Net Sector Off-Sets for Refuse Dis osal Fees and Ti in Fees $ 13,351,241 $ 4,935,898 

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 oontnbl..ition 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 

Non-Residential 
53.8% 

' 28,296,570 
(17,659,395 

' 10,637,175 
88,445 

s 120.27 

• 2,476,271 

1,002,720 
3,346,900 
1,112,955 

• 7,938,846 
88,445 

s 89.76 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

m 
C 

0 

p 

' fGFAU 

" 

w 

I GFAU 

$ 210.03 fGFAU 

$ 

• • 
' 

Non-Residential 
315,470 
(19,811) 
295,659 

60.00 I ton 
17,739,555 

(80,161) 
17,659,395 
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Resolution No.: --------
1 n trod u c e d: 
Adopted: 

COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: Council President at the Request of the County Executive 

SUBJECT: Solid Waste Service Charges 

Background 

I. Each fiscal year and in accordance with County Code Section 48-31, the County Council 
must set, by resolution, the base solid waste charges, the residential systems benefit charge, 
and the nonresidential systems benefit charge and all other solid waste service, collection, 
and disposal charges and fees. 

2. Each fiscal year and in accordance with County Code Section 48-8A(b)(l), the County 
Council must set, by resolution, the rates for the residential and nonresidential systems 
benefit charges. 

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

4. On March 15, 2019, the County Executive recommended, effective July 1, 2019, solid 
waste charges including the residential Base Systems Benefit Charge which when 
multiplied by the generation rates (set by Executive Regulation 15-19) yield household 
charges for FY20: 

Refuse Collection Charge: 

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

Once weekly refuse collection charge $95.00 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 x Tons Disposed per Household) $60.00 x 0.85867 = 
$51.52 I Household 
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Systems Benefit Charge for Single-Family Households and Dwellings in Buildings 
Comprised of Six or Fewer Dwelling Units: 

Base Systems Benefit Charge= 

Base Cost/ Ton x Generation/ Household - Offset from Disposal Fees: 
$41.0073 / Ton x 1.7678 Ton I Household (ER 15-19) - $51.52 / Household 
$20.97 I Household 

Incremental Systems Benefit Charge = 

Charge Rate($/ Ton Waste Generated) x Generation/ Household: 
$79.6300 x 1.7678 = $140.77 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 Charge= 

Base Cost/ Ton x Tons Generated/ Dwelling - Tip Fee Offsets 
$41.0073/ Ton x 0.9968 Ton I Dwelling (ER 15-19) - $36.48 I Dwelling= 
$4.39 I Dwelling 

Incremental Systems Benefit Charge= 
Charge Rate ($/Ton Waste Generated) x Generation/ Dwelling: 
11.7085 x 0.9968 = 11.67 / Dwelling 

Total multi-family Systems Benefit Charge on property bill 

Nonresidential Properties: 

$ 16.06 I Dwelling 

Base and Incremental Systems Benefit Charges by waste generation category per billable 
unit of 2,000 square feet of gross floor area of property improvement on real property as 
reported by the State Department of Assessments and Taxation: 

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

Low $ 68.27 $ 50.96 $ 119.23 
Medium Low $ 204.80 $ 152.87 $ 357.67 
Medium $ 341.34 $ 254.79 $ 596.13 
Medium High $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 
High $ 614.41 $ 458.61 $1,073.02 

2 
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Solid Waste Charges per ton for solid waste: 

Refuse received at the Transfer Station (weighing>= 500 lb/load) 
Refuse received at the Transfer Station (weighing< 500 lb/load) 
Materials delivered for disposal in open-top roll-off boxes 
All Yard Trim received at the Transfer Station 

(weighing> 500 pounds/load) 
Scrap metal delivered to the Transfer Station 
Recyclable paper received at the County's Recycling Center 
Commingled containers received at the County's Recycling Center 
Source separated recyclable materials dropped off at the recycling 

drop-off area of the Transfer Station 

Leaf Vacuuming charge in the Leaf Recycling Service Area: 

Single-family Household 
Multi-family Residential Unit 

Action 

Resolution No.: 

$ 60.00 
$ 0.00 
$ 70.00 
$ 46.00 

$ 0.00 
$ 0.00 
$ 0.00 
$ 0.00 

$ 108.16 
$ 4.26 

The County Council approves the above solid waste charges, effective July I, 2019. 

This is a correct copy of Council action. 

Megan Davey Limarzi, Esq. 
Clerk of the Council 
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