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PURPOSE: Make Committee recommendations for Council Consideration  
 

 
 

1#SolidWaste and Environmental Protection. 

Budget Highlights 
Expenditures 
• Total FY24 Proposed Operating Budget for DEP-RRM is $142.67 million, an increase of $27,809 (or 

0.0 percent) from the Approved FY23 Operating Budget of $142.64 million 
o FY24 Solid Waste Collection Fund = $11.36 million (+$92,642, +0.8 percent) 

 All technical adjustments, including, Collection contract adjustments (+$180,614) 
 Large increase in the Collection Charge to get Fund Balance positive in FY24 and meet 

the policy level of 10 to 15 percent by FY25. 
o FY24 Solid Waste Disposal Fund = $131.3 million (-$64,833, -0.0 percent) 

 Add new positions for Waste Reduction and Multi-Family Recycling (+$386,899 and 3 
FTEs) 

 All other adjustments are technical, such as: 
• Out of County Haul Costs (+$1.72 million) 
• Yard Trim Program Costs (+1.16 million) 
• Elimination of one-time items from FY23 (-$3.45 million) 
• RRF Revenue Offset (-$1,85 million) (incl. +$8.2m in electric sales revenue) 

Solid Waste Service Charges 
• Solid Waste Charges by Sector 

o Single-Family:  1.8 percent to 9.2 percent increases (depending on the services provided) 
Multi-family:  1.2 percent to 1.8 percent increases 

o Non-Residential:  5.6 percent reduction 
• Transfer Station Tipping Fee for refuse (>500 lbs.) to increase from $60 to $70 per ton 
• Transfer Station Tipping Fee for refuse in open top containers to increase from $76 to $84 per ton 

 
Council Staff Recommendations 

• Approve the DEP-RRM budget as recommended by the County Executive 
• Approve the FY24 Solid Waste Service Charges as recommended by the County Executive 
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Attachments to this Memorandum 

• Solid Waste Services Excerpt from the County Executive’s FY24 Recommended Budget (©1-15) 
• Vacuum Leaf Collection Fund Six-Year Fiscal Plan (©16) 
• CE Transmittal and Resolution to Approve FY24 Solid Waste Service Charges (©17-21) 
• CE Notification Letter of December 3, 2021 - Notification for County Council regarding Closing 

of Incinerator – Environmental and Waste Disposal Infrastructure (©22-23)  
• Solid Waste System Disposal Fund, Rate Setting Methodology FY22 (©24) 
• Base Rate Setting Methodology FY22 (©25) 
• Incremental Charge Methodology FY22 (©26) 
• Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) April 27, 20232 Letter to the Council (©27-32)  

 
Participants Include: 

• Willie Wainer, Acting Director, Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
• Vicky Wan, Acting Deputy Director, DEP 
• Anthony Skinner, Chief, Business Operations, DEP 
• Eileen Kao, Chief, Waste Reduction and Recycling Section, RRMD, DEP 
• Lonnie Heflin, Chief, Materials Management Section, RRMD, DEP 
• Jeff Camera, Resource Conversion Section, RRMD, DEP 
• Rich Harris, Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Office of Management and Budget 

 
 

Summary of FY24 Recommended DEP-RRM Budget 
 

 
 

Background 
 
 The RRMD 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 RRMD budget may change Solid Waste charges but will not affect General Fund 
resources.  Any cost savings or cost increases that may be identified in these funds have no impact 
on the General Fund. 
 

Actual Approved Estimated Rec
FY22 FY23 FY23 FY24 $$$ %

Personnel Costs 12,740,662   13,393,598   12,726,710   14,754,469   1,360,871     10.2%
Operating Expenses* 129,495,627 125,299,218 124,499,218 125,226,036 (73,182)        -0.1%
Capital Outlay 1,834,512     3,945,079     3,945,079     2,685,199     (1,259,880)    -31.9%
Total 144,070,801 142,637,895 141,171,007 142,665,704 27,809         0.0%

Full-Time Positions 83                77                77                80                3                  3.9%
Part-Time Positions 2                  1                  1                  1                  -               n/a
FTEs 112.04         113.61         113.61         116.60         2.99             2.6%
*includes Debt Service of $1,629,474 in FY23

Table #1
DEP Recycling and Resource Management (All Funds)

Change from FY23
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Much of the direct service provided by RRMD is done via contracts (such as for refuse and 
recycling collection and contract staff at the Transfer Station, Materials Recovery Facility, Resource 
Recovery Facility and Compost Facility).  DEP provides contract oversight and manages the overall 
operations at the various facilities. 
 
 Summary tables for each of the two funds follow later, along with some major highlights. 
 

Council Staff has noted later a number of major issues the Council should discuss after budget.  
However, the focus of this Staff Report is on the FY24 RRMD budget as recommended by the County 
Executive and the major changes assumed from the FY23 Approved Budget (by fund) and the 
recommended FY24 Solid Waste charges. 
 

TONNAGE AND RECYCLING ASSUMPTIONS 
 
 Below are some important assumptions that drive much of the Solid Waste budget.  The rate model 
from which these projections are derived are based on population and employment data and do not assume 
any major programmatic changes (such as the potential closure of the RRF or the potential expansion of 
food waste composting and other diversion initiatives). 
 
Resource Recovery Facility 
 
Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) Throughput2 for FY24:  593,200 tons (slightly above the amount 
projected for FY23; 590,200).  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).  FY22 actual tonnage 
throughput was 569,337.  The increase from FY23 is primarily from a lower exportation rate assumed for 
waste outside the County and no processible waste assumed to be bypassed to landfills.  In the outyears, 
DEP’s modeling shows slight increases in RRF throughput, but the level remains within the policy level 
through FY29.  The tipping fee for refuse loads greater than 500 pounds (discussed later) is recommended 
to increase in FY24 (from $60 to $70 per ton) to avoid additional waste imports from out of the county. 

 
Recycling Rate 
 

Recycling data is submitted to the State on a calendar year basis.  Calendar Year 2022 data is not 
ready yet.   

 
The overall recycling rates reported to the State of Maryland for the past several calendar years 

have been: 
 

• CY18:  56.91 percent 
• CY19:  58.17 percent 
• CY20:  58.94 percent 
• CY21:  52.09 percent (includes 8 months of credit for reuse of incinerator ash) 

 
Up until 2021, the State gave the County recycling credit for the reuse of ash generated at the RRF.  

The ash credit added approximately 13 percent to the County’s recycling rate.  The State changed its 
methodology effective during 2021, and for that year, ash generated and reused during the first 8 months 
of 2021 only was counted in the recycling rate.  Starting with 2022, no credit is assumed for ash reuse. 

 
2 RRF Throughput includes both municipal solid waste (MSW) and construction and demolition (C&D) debris. 
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The County’s yard trim composting efforts make the County eligible each year for a “diversion” 

credit from the State totaling 5.0 percent.  Therefore, the County’s “diversion rate” for each of the above-
noted years is 5.0 percent higher than the recycling rates shown. 

 
Compost Facility 
 
Compost Facility Tonnage Projection for FY24:  55,368 tons (an increase of 274 tons or 0.5 percent 
from the latest FY23 projection of 55,094 tons).  These projections assume a steady state situation with 
no major weather or program variations.  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. 
 

Solid Waste Advisory Committee Budget Letter 
 

The budget letter from the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) is attached on ©27-32.  
DEP staff will be available at the May 4 Committee worksession to comment on SWAC’s 
recommendations; especially regarding the additional staffing and zero waste information campaign 
suggested.   

 
Council Staff suggests that several recommendations of the Zero Waste Task Force which 

SWAC also supported be discussed by the T&E Committee after the budget, including the potential 
consolidation of Subdistrict B into Subdistrict A, food waste diversion/capacity issues, and pay/save-as-
you-throw. 
 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION FUND EXPENDITURES 
 

 
  
 Solid Waste Collection Fund expenditures are recommended to increase slightly ($92,642 or 0.8 
percent) with no changes assumed in positions or FTEs. The bulk of costs in this fund ($9.02 million in 
FY24) are for residential refuse collection within Subdistrict A3 and personnel costs.  The major changes 
assumed from FY23 are shown the Executive’s Recommended Operating Budget for RRM (see ©8-9). 
 
 Refuse collection contract costs are up 2.0 percent (+$181,000) from FY23.  DEP has noted that 
this increase “is due to an increase in costs in Areas 1-5 due to increases in unit prices and house counts 

 
3 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. 

Actual Approved Estimated Rec
FY22 FY23 FY23 FY24 $$$ %

Personnel Costs 1,577,970     1,687,378     1,590,130     1,783,817     96,439         5.7%
Operating Expenses 8,719,422     9,577,405     9,507,405     9,573,608     (3,797)          0.0%
Capital Outlay -               
Total 10,297,392   11,264,783   11,097,535   11,357,425   92,642         0.8%

Full-Time Positions 4                  4                  4                  4                  -               0.0%
Part-Time Positions -               -               -               -               -               n/a
FTEs 11.78 12.08 12.08 12.08 -               0.0%

Change from FY23

Table #2
DEP Recycling and Resource Management (Collection)

https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/SWS/master-plan.html
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and the addition of refuse collection for area 9.  The increased costs were partially offset by a reduction 
in unit prices for areas 6 & 8, actual unit prices for these areas were lower than projected.”     
 
 The other increases from FY23 are technical in nature and include: 
 

• FY24 compensation adjustments (+$62,114) 
• Annualization of FY23 compensation increases (+$56,324) 
• Annualization of FY23 personnel costs (+$659) 
• Printing and Mail (+$75) 

 
There are also several technical reductions from FY23 assumed including: 

 
• Retirement adjustment ($1,566) 
• Turnover of positions (-$21,092) 
• Decrease in administrative costs ($8,456) 
• Finance Chargeback (-$40,680) 
• Risk Management adjustment (-$58,907) 

 
 As a result of the large increases in contract costs from over the past five years, as well as 
emergency contracts for collection that had to be done because of recycling issues experienced with a 
hauler, DEP had the collection fund borrow $4.0 million from the Disposal Fund to help spread out future 
rate increases in the Collection fund.  The Executive’s Recommended Fiscal Plan for the Collection Fund 
from last year showed year-end net assets negative through FY26 to reflect this $4.0 million loan, although 
cash assets remained positive throughout the six-year period.  Steady increases in the refuse collection 
charge were reflected in the Fiscal Plan to pay off the loan and bring the net assets as a percentage of 
resources about halfway back (7.2 percent) by FY28 to policy levels (10 to 15 percent). 
 
 This year’s Recommended Fiscal Plan (see ©12) assumes a significantly higher refuse collection 
charge in FY24 ($160) than was projected for FY24 last year ($137).  As a result of the higher FY24 
charge, no increases are recommended in FY25 or FY26 and modest increases are shown in FY27 and 
FY28.   
 

The higher refuse collection charge for FY24 is in response to a performance audit of solid waste 
activities done by the Office of the Inspector General (report available here).  This report noted that the 
Collection Fund was operating at a deficit and not in compliance with the fund’s fiscal policies and that 
the refuse collection charge should be increased sufficiently to eliminate the deficit and that future year-
end net assets should be at sufficient levels to address the lost service of its largest contractor for six 
months.  
 

This increased revenue provides for the Collection Fund to experience positive year-end net assets 
at the end of FY24 and exceed its policy level (10 to 15 percent of resources) by the end of FY25. 
 
 Council Staff recommends approval of the Executive’s Recommended budget for the Solid 
Waste Collection Fund. 
 
  

https://montgomerycountymd.gov/OIG/Resources/Files/PDF/IGActivity/FY2023/OIG23-010.pdf
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SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL FUND EXPENDITURES 
 

 
 
 Solid Waste Disposal Fund expenditures are recommended to remain essentially at FY23 levels (a 
slight increase of $64,833) with an increase of 3 full-time positions.  However, there are large increases 
and decreases in these various adjustments (as presented on ©7-8).  The only major new initiative involves 
three new positions for waste reduction and multi-family recycling described below.  Other major 
elements of the Disposal Fund are also described below. 
 
New positions for Waste Reduction Efforts and New Position for Multi-Family Recycling (+$386,899, 3 
FTEs) 
 

DEP Staff provided the following details regarding these new positions: 
 
Two new positions (functionally a Zero Waste Planning Manager and a Zero Waste Coordinator) 
support a new program area called Zero Waste Planning of New Initiatives, within the Waste 
Reduction and Recycling Section.  These two positions are technical staff members who will assist 
in the strategic design, planning, development, implementation, and management of 
new/additional Zero Waste activities, initiatives, and programs.  The addition of these positions 
will further increase efforts to reduce waste, encourage reuse, and recycle more, aiming for Zero 
Waste.   
 
The one new position for Multi-Family Recycling is a new second Multi-Family Recycling 
Investigator, performing code enforcement inspections of more than 730 multi-family properties 
along with the existing Multi-Family Investigator. This Investigator will address any compliance 
issues, resolve complaints, and discuss/meet with residents of multi-family properties, property 
owners, property managers, employees and representatives of these types of multi-family 
properties, collectors and haulers of recyclable materials and/or trash that service multi-family 
properties and transport materials, as well as processors and acceptance facilities of these 
materials to ensure compliance with County codes, laws, and regulations on solid waste and 
recycling.  This new position also serves as a backup for Investigators focused on the commercial 
sector.      

 
Council Staff is supportive of these new positions. 

  

Actual Approved Estimated Rec
FY22 FY23 FY23 FY24 $$$ %

Personnel Costs 11,162,692   11,706,220   11,136,580   12,970,652   1,264,432     10.8%
Operating Expenses* 120,776,205 115,721,813 114,991,813 115,652,428 (69,385)        -0.1%
Capital Outlay 1,834,512     3,945,079     3,945,079     2,685,199     (1,259,880)    -31.9%
Total 133,773,409 131,373,112 130,073,472 131,308,279 (64,833)        0.0%

Full-Time Positions 79                73                73                76 3                  4.1%
Part-Time Positions 2                  1                  1                  1 -               0.0%
FTEs 100.26 101.53 101.53 104.52 2.99             2.9%
*includes Debt Service of $1,629,474 in FY23

Table #3
DEP Recycling and Resource Management (Disposal)

Change from FY23
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Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) Cost Changes ($-$1,85 million) 
 
 The RRF has historically been the largest cost element within the Disposal Fund.4  A breakdown 
of the costs (both Approve FY23 and Recommended FY24 is presented in Table #4 below. 
 

 
 
Overall, net costs are down about $1.84 million (-5.3 percent).  However, this reduction is entirely 

caused by higher projected electric sales revenue +$8.2 million for FY24.  Not counting this adjustment, 
overall costs are up a total of $6.4 million.  DEP staff have noted that,  

 
Major increases resulted from large increases in contract defined inflation adjusters. Higher 
replacement cost values, inflation, market, and industry conditions led to a large insurance 
premium increase.  Electricity revenues increased dramatically, owing to a combination of global 
political events, local regulatory environment, and consumer demand for electricity.  The cost 
increases are more than offset by the increases in electricity revenues. 
 
In December 2021, the County Executive transmitted a letter to the Council (see ©22-23) noting 

his intent to develop a plan to close the RRF within the next 12 to 18 months (by July 1, 2023).  A “Request 
for Information (RFI) was issued to solicit proposals.  More recently another solicitation process was 
initiated, a “Request for Expressions of Interest” (REOI).  Responses to this are due on May 8.  The stated 
goal as noted in the REOI announcement is to implement a new approach for the disposal of the County’s 
solid waste by April 1, 2026.  

 
From a process standpoint, closing the RRF would require Council adoption of an amendment to 

the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (with approval by the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE)).  In October 2021, the Council approved the Comprehensive Solid Waste 

 
4 However, the recycling collection contracts surpassed this program’s cost in FY23. 

FY23 FY24
Approved Rec $ %

NEA Direct Costs and Fees 772,633            949,773           177,140           22.9%
Operating Charge (Covanta) 31,785,044       35,168,489      3,383,445        10.6%
Non-Processible Waste 637,344            1,210,737        573,393           90.0%
Waste Processed >558,450 tons 1,679,165         1,295,136        (384,029)          -22.9%
Rail Engine Service Fee and Refunds 4,775,143         4,989,548        214,405           4.5%
Air:  Emission Reagents 3,191,523         4,026,967        835,444           26.2%
Air:  Emission Reagents, Testing, Fees 152,447            162,882           10,435             6.8%
Ash Handling (975,146)           (994,361)          (19,215)           2.0%
Insurance, Utilities, Sales & Prop Tax 1,050,656         1,150,286        99,630             9.5%
Miscellaneous O&M 1,566,418         1,774,495        208,077           13.3%
Electric Sales Revenue (14,402,679)      (22,620,169)     (8,217,490)       57.1%
Covanta Electric Revenue Share 897,701            1,328,558        430,857           48.0%
Recycled Ferrous Revenue -                   (593,200)          (593,200)          #DIV/0!
Capital Equipment Costs 1,215,000         1,414,355        199,355           16.4%

Operating Contract Total 32,345,249       29,263,496      (3,081,753)       -9.5%
-                  

Charges from Risk Management 1,991,392         3,226,555        1,235,163        62.0%
Other various smaller OE items 82,737              89,903             7,166              8.7%
Totals 34,419,378       32,579,954      (1,839,424)       -5.3%

Table #4
Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) Program Costs

Change

https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/PRO/solicitations/formal-solicitations.html
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Management Plan 2020-2029 (later approved by MDE) which includes the following text regarding the 
potential closure of the RRF: 

 
“Prior to Council consideration of an amendment to this Plan that would support the closure of 
the RRF, the County Executive will provide to the County Council an analysis by the Department 
of Environmental Protection which compares the short and long-term costs, environmental and 
public health impacts, racial equity and social justice implications, facility impacts, operational 
concerns, and other major issues of keeping the RRF open versus changing the County's primary 
waste disposal from the RRF to in-County or out-of-County landfilling. After completing this 
analysis, the County Council will consider potential amendments to this Plan from the County 
Executive regarding the future disposal path for waste.” 
 

 A revisiting of the continued use of the RRF is timely since the RRF will require significant capital 
investments for maintenance and potential upgrades to extend its life another 20+ years.  A comprehensive 
analysis, as called for in the Plan text noted above, will enable the Council to weigh the key issues involved 
in deciding upon a long-term disposal strategy for the County’s solid waste. 
 
Three Percent Inflationary Adjustment to Non-Profit Service Provider Contracts (+$4,997) 
 
 The County Executive is recommending three percent increases for non-profit contracts in County 
department budgets and the Council will likely make a global decision as to what non-profit contract 
increase to assume throughout the FY24 budget.   
 
 The FY24 Recommended Budget for the Disposal Fund includes one non-profit, “A Wider Circle,” 
with $179,812 recommended for FY24 (after the 3 percent increase).   
 
 In FY13, the Solid Waste Fund began to provide funds to this organization through a non-
competitive contract managed by the Department of Housing and Community Affairs (DHCA).  These 
funds, which started at $25,000 annually, were intended to offset a portion of the organization’s costs for 
the pick-up of household goods (such as furniture) 
 

The nexus for A Wider Circle’s funding within the Solid Waste Disposal Fund is that it provides 
an alternative for households and businesses to disposal of these items in the solid waste system.  However, 
this is not a primary purpose of A Wider Circle, and it is unclear what this overall benefit to the solid 
waste system is or how to value that benefit.  Also, there are many other organizations serving 
Montgomery County that also accept and pick up used household goods upon request (some of whom 
may also receive community grant dollars).  None of these other efforts are supported by the Solid Waste 
Fund. 

 
During FY24, the Office of Grants Management will be reviewing legacy Community Grant 

contracts to non-profit organizations in County departments.  A Wider Circle’s mission would seem more 
in line with the Departments of Housing and Community Affairs or Health and Human Services and 
Council Staff suggests that future grant funding for A Wider Circle be considered for potential 
consolidation in one or both of those departments. 
 
Residential Recycling Collection Contracts 
 

The total amount budgeted for residential recycling contracts for FY23 is $35.7 million. The 
recommended FY24 amount is $36.13 million (+427,521 or 1.2 percent).  Substantial increases in these 



- 9 - 

contract costs have been experienced in recent years as contracts have come up for rebid after a long 
contract period.  Several contracts are up for rebid in FY24 but would not take effect until late FY24.  
 

DEP has 13 contracts for curbside recycling throughout the County, with eight of these contracts 
also including refuse collection within Subdistrict A.  Currently, three haulers provide recycling collection 
services.  The same three haulers also provide refuse collection services funded out of the Solid Waste 
Collection Fund  
 
 The new contract terms are 5 years (with two additional one-year extensions).  The shorter contract 
period means up-front costs (such as truck purchases) are spread over fewer years, increasing the annual 
costs of the contracts.  DEP has also noted that there are a limited number of qualified companies that 
offer hauling services that can meet the capacity and contractual requirements for Montgomery County. 

 
Save-as-you-Throw Pilot 
 
 The FY23 Approved Budget includes funding for a “Save as you Throw” pilot program.  Also 
known as “pay as you throw,” these programs have proven to be effective in reducing per-capita waste 
generation and increasing recycling and organics recovery.  In May 2020, the County’s Aiming for Zero 
Waste Task Force had recommended implementation of a pay-as-you-throw system.    
 
 DEP hired a consultant to study how to implement a “Save as you Throw” program in Montgomery 
County in the context of the County’s solid waste fee structure and its two collection subdistricts.  A final 
report is expected within the next week.  DEP expects to develop a pilot project based on the results of 
the study.  The pilot project would inform DEP on the best approaches to broadly implementing such a 
program. 
 
 A key issue going forward is whether such a program can be successfully implemented in both 
Subdistrict A (where the County contracts for trash collection on behalf of County residents and residents 
pay a collection fee to the County through their property tax bills) and in Subdistrict B, where residents 
are responsible for contracting directly (or through an HOA) with haulers.  Making a save-as-you-through 
program countywide would require different approaches in the two subdistricts.  NOTE:  The Aiming for 
Zero Waste Task Force recommended consolidating Subdistrict B with Subdistrict A in order to have a 
uniform waste and recycling system in the county that optimizes recovery potential.  Council Staff suggests 
the T&E Committee take up this subdistrict consolidation issue (and the associated OLO Report 2019-17) 
after budget. 
 

SOLID WASTE SERVICE CHARGES 
 
Summary of Recommended FY24 Solid Waste Service Charges 

• System Benefit Charges: 
o Single-Family:  1.8 percent to 9.2 percent increases (depending on the services provided). 
o Multi-family:  1.2 to 1.8 percent increases 
o Non-Residential:  5.6 percent decrease 

• Transfer Station Tipping Fees for refuse loads greater than 500 pounds are recommended to 
increase from $60 to $70 per ton.  Tipping fees for refuse in open top containers is also 
recommended to increase (from $76 to $84 per ton). 

 
 The County’s solid waste programs are primarily funded by various solid waste charges that 
support the dedicated Enterprise funds (see ©14 for descriptions of the different charges).  Solid waste 

https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/OLO/Resources/Files/2019%20Reports/OLOReport2019-17.pdf
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charges are established through an annual Council resolution (attached on ©17-21).  The Council acts on 
the solid waste charges in mid-May. 
 
 The FY23 Approved and FY24 County Executive Recommended charges are presented on the 
following table.  The circled items present the total charges that appear on residential property tax bills, 
depending on the services provided to a property. 
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Solid Waste Service Charges (FY23 and FY24) 
 

 
 

The Solid Waste Disposal Fee and charges are developed through a complex rate model (see 
summary documents on ©24).  DSWS calculates the necessary rates for each sector to cover both base 
and incremental costs.  Rate smoothing/stabilization (both up and down) with excess cash reserves is also 

Approved CE Rec % Change
Charge FY23 FY24 From FY23

SINGLE FAMILY
  Base Systems Benefit Charge $40.15 $22.57 -43.8%
  Incremental Systems Benefit Charge $198.89 $210.80 6.0%
  Disposal Fee $49.16 $59.89 21.8%
  Leaf Vacuuming Charge $118.67 $123.67 4.2%
  Refuse Collection Charge $127.00 $160.00 26.0%
  Total Charges, Households Receiving:
     Recycling Collection Only $288.20 $293.26 1.8%
     Recycling and Leaf Collection $406.87 $416.93 2.5%
     Recycling and Refuse Collection $415.20 $453.26 9.2%
     Recycling, Leaf and Refuse Collection $533.87 $576.93 8.1%

MULTI-FAMILY
  Base Systems Benefit Charge $6.23 $0.34 -94.5%
  Incremental Systems Benefit Charge $11.60 $17.70 52.6%
  Leaf Vacuuming Charge $4.43 $4.61 4.1%
  Total Charges
     Units inside Leaf Vacuuming District $22.26 $22.65 1.8%
     Units outside Leaf Vacuuming District $17.83 $18.04 1.2%

NONRESIDENTIAL
 (by waste generation category per 2,000 sq. feet of gross floor area)
  Low $132.94 $125.54 -5.6%
  Medium Low $398.83 $376.61 -5.6%
  Medium $664.71 $627.68 -5.6%
  Medium High $0.00 $0.00 n/a
  High $1,196.48 $1,129.82 -5.6%

TIPPING FEES
  Refuse (weighing >500 lbs per load) $60.00 $70.00 16.7%
  Refuse (weighing 500 lbs per load or less) $0.00 $0.00 0.0%
  Refuse in Open Top Containers $76.00 $84.00 10.5%
  Concrete/Dirt Rubble material delivered for disposal $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 less) $0.00 $0.00 0.0%
  Other Recyclables $0.00 $0.00 0.0%
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done across a six-year projection period both at the global level and within each sector while maintaining 
positive cash balances over reserve and liability requirements in the Disposal Fund.5 
 

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 FY24, base system 
costs are estimated at $56.02 million (see ©25), which is a decrease of $2.2 million (-3.8 percent) from 
the FY23 amount of $58.5 million.  This reduction is primarily from higher investment income and some 
other technical adjustments.  These charges are further reduced because of the recommended increase in 
the Tipping Fee.  A rate stabilization adjustment across all sectors is included (+$3.7 million) to avoid the 
Base charge dropping even further (and risking larger rate increase requirements in future years).  The 
Base Systems Benefit Charge appears on all property tax bills (residential and non-residential properties, 
both within and outside municipalities). 

 
The Incremental System Benefit Charge (ISBC) is assessed on the different sectors, based on 

actual services received (mostly related to curbside recycling and composting services).  For FY24, 
incremental system benefit costs are estimated at $56.3 million (see ©26) which is an increase of $6.4 
million (+11.4 percent).  Most of the increase is from changes from FY23 to FY24 in the rate stabilization 
adjustments done in each sector.  Other increases, such as in the Compost Facility (equipment purchases) 
and Recycling Center are also contributing to the increase in the charge. 

 
For purposes of considering the total impact on ratepayers, one needs to look at the “Total 

Charges” lines in the chart.  RRM’s goal is to try to smooth increases and decreases in these overall 
charges over time. 

 
 Depending on the services provided, for FY24, single-family properties would see increases 
ranging from 1.8 to 9.2 percent and multi-family properties would see increases ranging from 1.2 to 1.8 
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 (SDAT) records.  The FY24 charges are recommended to decrease by 5.6 
percent because of reduced Base System costs (due in part to large increases in investment income revenue 
and recommended increases in tipping fees.  NOTE:  Currently no businesses’ land use codes are in the 
medium high generation category at this time. Therefore, the FY23 and FY24 fee schedule does not reflect 
any charges for the medium high generator category. 

 
 
 
 

 
5 DEP 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 both globally (by using excess fund balance to 
reduce Base System costs and rate increases across all sectors) and stabilization by sector (with each sector borrowing and 
paying back excess cash reserves over a six-year period resulting in lower rate fluctuations by sector (up and down). 
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3. Refuse Disposal Tipping Fees 
 
The tipping fee is the per ton fee charged to businesses, institutions, and residents at the County’s 

Transfer Station.  The Executive is recommending increasing the tipping fee for refuse loads greater than 
500 pounds from $60 to $70 per ton.  Tipping fees for refuse in open top containers is also recommended 
to increase (from $46 to $54 per ton).  DEP has noted that,  

 
The Shady Grove Transfer Station’s tipping fees are falling far behind the rates for alternative 
facilities in our geographical area. This creates an incentive for loads generated outside of 
Montgomery County to end up at our Transfer Station and negatively impact our zero waste goals. 
In the case of Construction and Demolition (C&D) brought in open top containers, these are 
materials that for the most part cannot be processed at the Resource Recovery Facility and are 
being transported to a C&D landfill. By increasing the tipping fee rate somewhat higher than a 
C&D recycling facility in Germantown, we may be able to divert a good portion of the incoming 
material to that location. 
 

4. Recycling Tipping 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 
 

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 10 to 15 percent of resources across the six-year 
fiscal period.  However, as noted earlier, the Collection Fund has been strained in recent years by 
collection contract cost increases and had to borrow from the Disposal Fund and has been running deficits 
since FY18 despite significant increases in the collection charge in recent years.  An Office of Inspector 
General performance audit recommended increasing the collection charge further to bring the fund balance 
back to its policy level range of 10 to 15 percent of resources.  For FY24, the Executive recommends 
an increase in the charge from $127 to $160 to bring the fund balance to a positive level by the end 
of FY24 and to meet its fiscal policy level by FY25.  This impact on residential properties in 
Subdistrict A which are subject to this large increase is partially offset by reductions in the Based 
Systems Benefit Charge discussed earlier.  

 
6. Leaf Vacuuming Charge (see Recommended Fiscal Plan on ©16) 

 
 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 
vacuuming services. 
 
 For FY21, the leaf vacuuming charge was increased from $108.16 to $116.46 for single family 
homes and increased from $102.93 to $108.16 and from $4.26 to $4.54 for multi-family properties. 
 
 For FY22, no change in the leaf vacuuming charge was made. 
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 For FY23, minor adjustments in the single-family charge (from $116.46 to $118.67) and the multi-
family charge (from $4.54 down to $4.43) were made. 
 
 For FY24, increases in the single-family charge (from $118.67 to $123.67 or 4.2 percent) and in 
the multi-family charge (from $4.43 to $4.61 or 4.0 percent) are assumed. 
 
Council Staff Recommendation 
 

Council Staff supports the FY24 Solid Waste charges as recommended by the Executive.  A 
resolution approving the FY24 Solid Waste charges will be acted on by the Council in mid-May. 
 
NOTE:  In tandem with the Solid Waste charges resolution, the Executive transmits an Executive 
Regulation (ER) each year, setting residential waste estimates.  This year’s regulation, ER 8-23) for FY24 
was advertised in the April register and will be acted upon by the Council in Mid-May. 
 
Issues for Discussion After Budget 

• Potential closure of the Resource Recovery Facility 
• Subdistrict B and OLO Report 2019-17 
• Commercial and Residential Food Waste diversion initiatives 
• Save as You Throw Analysis and Pilot Program 

 
SUMMARY OF COUNCIL STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
• Approve the FY24 Solid Waste Collection Fund and Solid Waste Disposal Fund budgets as 

recommended by the County Executive 
• Approve the FY24 Solid Waste Charges as recommended by the County Executive. 

 
 

 
 
 
 



Recycling and ResourceRecycling and Resource
ManagementManagement

RECOMMENDED FY24 BUDGETRECOMMENDED FY24 BUDGET

$142,665,704$142,665,704
FULL TIME EQUIVALENTSFULL TIME EQUIVALENTS

116.60116.60

✺ ADRIANA HOCHBERG,  ACTING DIRECTOR

MISSION STATEMENT
The mission of the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is to enhance the quality of life in our community by protecting

and improving Montgomery County's air, water, and land in a sustainable, innovative, inclusive, and industry-leading way while

fostering smart growth, a thriving more sustainable economy, and healthy communities.

BUDGET OVERVIEW
The total recommended FY24 Operating Budget for the Recycling and Resource Management is $142,665,704, an increase of $27,809

or 0.02 percent from the FY23 Approved Budget of $142,637,895. Personnel Costs comprise 10.34 percent of the budget for 80

full-time position(s) and one part-time position(s), and a total of 116.60 FTEs. Total FTEs may include seasonal or temporary

positions and may also reflect workforce charged to or from other departments or funds. Operating Expenses account for the remaining

89.66 percent of the FY24 budget.

In addition, this department's Capital Improvements Program (CIP) requires current revenue funding.

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

INITIATIVES

✪ Add new positions to accelerate the County's waste reduction efforts, including new reuse initiatives, adding to the kinds of
materials that can be recycled, and increasing recycling at multi-family properties.

✪ Expand the residential curbside food scraps collection pilot project with additional homes in the Potomac and Montgomery
Village areas, and expand the residential backyard and commercial food scraps recycling programs by adding more partners.
Continue to increase edible food donations and channel edible food to residents with needs via a food recovery organization.
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✪ Finalize the Save as You Throw program feasibility study for a Unit-based pricing for County-Provided Residential Solid
Waste Collection Services, and analyze a unit-based pricing structure for a Save-as-You-Throw pilot program (charge
customers based on the amount of waste they generate) for single-family homes in subdistricts A and B).

✪ Develop and issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the Development of a Plan for Organics Management, including siting,
technology, and capacity planning.

INNOVATIONS AND PRODUCTIVITY IMPROVEMENTS

✹ Develop RFP for solid waste collection contracts for areas 6 and 8 to incorporate e-waste (electronics) in the new curbside
collection contract, incorporate the replacement of the small blue bins with 32-gallon wheeled carts, and study the possibility
of using smaller non-CDL vehicles to collect commingled materials.

✹ Continue the Recycle Right program to reduce contamination in the recycling bins and show a reduction of rejected bins
between the start of enforcement in an area until its completion.

PROGRAM CONTACTS
Contact Vicky Wan of the Recycling and Resource Management at 240.777.7722 or Richard H. Harris of the Office of Management

and Budget at 240.777.2795 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

PROGRAM 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 FY23 estimates reflect funding based on the FY23

Approved Budget. The FY24 and FY25 figures are performance targets based on the FY24 Recommended Budget and funding for

comparable service levels in FY25.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

✺✺ Administration and SupportAdministration and Support
Administration and Support program provides support to the Department of Environmental Protection's operations, programs,

mission and policy directives. This program is responsible for operating and capital budget development and overall financial

management. DEP's programs and operations are funded through the General Fund, the Water Quality Protection Fund and the

Solid Waste Enterprise Funds.

The work of the program includes the following focus areas:

Maintain all funds in a financially prudent manner and maintain structural stability given the responsibilities and risks

associated with all programs and operations.

Develop and evaluate capital and operating budgets in a strategic and economically responsible manner.

Perform detailed financial analysis during the annual rate calculation process for a more equitable rate structure, structural

stability, budget flexibility, and financial risk mitigation.

Review and develop policies and procedures that strengthen internal controls.
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Collaborate with organization stakeholders using metrics that assess the strategic health of the business, the alignment of

programs with the business strategy, and the balance of the program relative to business needs.

Use quantitative and financial models and forecasting tools to analyze the fiscal impact of proposed strategic changes.

Assist with execution of procurement actions on a timely basis and at the best possible value.

Facilitate funding for the maintenance of computer/automation equipment, and related technologies in a cost-effective and

efficient manner.

The DEP Communications team is responsible for increasing media hits, growing our social media audience, improving the

DEP web experience, and reaching new and diverse audiences through public engagement.  

The Department of Housing and Community Affairs provides staff to respond to resident complaints dealing with: storage and

removal of solid waste; illegal solid waste dumping activities in the County; storage of unregistered vehicles on private property

throughout the County; storage of inoperable vehicles on private property; improper screening of dumpsters, particularly those in

shopping areas; and control and regulation of weeds throughout the County.

"Clean or Lien" provides for the removal of dangerous or unsightly trash, perimeter grass, and weeds on properties which the

owners have failed to maintain as required.

FY24 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs

FY23 Approved 9,668,524 40.81

Increase Cost: Automation Efforts 118,945 0.00

Increase Cost: Adjustment of Position Salaries 37,529 0.00

Decrease Cost: Reallocation of Position Based on Actual Work Activities (1,059) (0.01)

Decrease Cost: Turnover of Positions (6,725) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Decrease in Administrative Costs (8,456) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Finance Chargeback (Collection Fund) (40,680) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Finance Chargeback (Disposal Fund) (67,420) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Revenue Analysis and System Evaluation (416,910) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Debt Service Payment Delay (1,629,474) 0.00

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

759,465 0.00

FY24 Recommended 8,413,739 40.80

✺✺ DisposalDisposal
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

and sold into the competitive energy market. This program also includes costs for related operations at the Transfer Station and

for the transportation of waste from the Transfer Station to the RRF. Also, it provides for the operation of the receiving,

processing, and for the shipping facility for municipal solid waste generated within the County.

In addition, the program provides for the rail shipment of ash residue 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 the
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Old Dominion Landfill. This program also provides for the shipment of non-processible waste, such as construction material and,

if necessary, bypass waste, from the Transfer Station to either recycling facilities, rubble landfills, or other contracted landfills. It

provides for the operation of a satellite drop-off site at the Poolesville Highway Services Depot and funds the proper disposal of

household hazardous waste such as flammable products, insecticides, mercury, and reactive and corrosive chemicals. The materials

are handled through the County's hazardous waste contractor and permitted hazardous waste management facilities.

The 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 managing landfill gas through collection,

flaring, and gas-to-energy systems, and maintaining leachate storage and pre-treatment facilities. This program also provides for

the acceptance and treatment of waste generated by the cleanout of stormwater oil/grit separators. Finally, the program maintains

the closed Gude Landfill, including monitoring of air and water quality around the landfill. In addition, planning for remediation

mandated by the Maryland Department of the Environment to minimize potentially adverse environmental impacts and the

design of post-completion uses for the site that serve the community are part of this program.

Program Performance Measures
Actual

FY21
Actual

FY22
Estimated

FY23
Target
FY24

Target
FY25

Number of tons of County-wide yard trim and leaves collected 175,821 155,966 179,622 181,419 183,233

Number of tons of County-wide Commingled Recycling collected 40,136 33,821 34,049 34,390 34,734

Number of tons of County-wide Mixed Paper collected 98,788 107,310 106,879 107,947 109,027

Number of tons of County-wide Food Waste collected 3,269 4,386 8,400 14,200 20,000

Number of tons of County-wide Household Hazardous Waste collected 3,083 3,598 2,942 2,972 3,002

Number of tons of Municipal Solid Waste accepted at the Transfer Station: Residential,
single family, and townhouse communities

208,462 210,791 213,606 215,742 217,899

FY24 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs

FY23 Approved 63,307,875 21.65

Increase Cost: Out-of-County Haul 1,723,463 0.00

Increase Cost: Oaks Landfill Improvements 887,316 0.00

Increase Cost: Transfer Station Operations 743,918 0.00

Increase Cost: Dickerson Master Plan Environmental Assessments 333,802 0.00

Increase Cost: Household Hazardous Waste 152,758 0.00

Increase Cost: Site 2 Building Maintenance and Facilities Costs 56,010 0.00

Increase Cost: Gude Landfill 34,122 0.00

Increase Cost: Adjustment of Position Salaries 15,029 0.00

Increase Cost: Three Percent Inflationary Adjustment to Non-Profit Service Provider Contracts 4,997 0.00

Decrease Cost: Resource Recovery Facility Revenue Operating Offsest (1,846,591) 0.00

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

(3,227,420) 0.00

FY24 Recommended 62,185,279 21.65

✺✺ Materials and Collection Materials and Collection
This program provides for collection of refuse from single family residences in the southern parts of the County (Subdistrict A)

and the funds to secure, administer, monitor, and enforce contracts with private collectors for collection of residential recyclables

for the entire County. It also responds to the residents' service needs.

In addition, the program enforces the County's recycling regulations as they apply to single-family residences and other waste
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generators, and the enforcement of requirements of Chapter 48 of the County Code. It also supports solid waste program goals

and ensures the success of recycling initiatives and progress to achieve the County's recycling goal. Also, the program provides for

mandatory recycling and waste reduction for multi-family properties, for all businesses, and for broadly educating everyone living,

visiting, and working in the County. Program efforts include technical support, assistance, education, outreach, and training.

It provides for the separation, processing, and marketing of recyclable materials at the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF, aka the

Recycling Center). The MRF receives recyclable material collected under the County curbside collection program from all single-

family residences as well as some materials from municipalities, multi- family properties, and non-residential properties that have

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

provides for the processing, baling, and shipping of the County's residential and some non-residential mixed paper and corrugated

paper (cardboard) as well.

The processing, transporting, composting, and marketing of yard trim received by the County is also included in this program,

including leaves received from the County's Leaf Vacuuming program. Processing includes grinding brush to produce mulch at the

Transfer Station and composting of all leaves and grass, sold wholesale as Leafgro in bulk and bagged forms.

The program promotes recycling of food scraps as part of the County's overall effort to increase recycling and to reduce the

amount of food 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.

Program Performance Measures
Actual

FY21
Actual

FY22
Estimated

FY23
Target
FY24

Target
FY25

Number of tons of Municipal Solid Waste accepted at the Transfer Station: Commercial
and multi-family buildings

202,671 257,706 221,224 223,436 225,670

Number of business site visits to provide guidance and recycling support 413 3,144 5,000 10,000 10,000

Number of Multi-Family Building site visits to provide guidance and recycling support 461 1,038 1,700 2,500 2,500

Recycling Reports compliance rate for businesses: % of businesses required to submit a
report and plan that have done so

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Recycling Reports compliance rate for multi-family buildings: % of buildings required to
submit a report and plan that have done so

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Average number of refuse collections missed per week, not picked up within 24 hours 9 13 10 10 10

Average number of recycling collections missed per week, not picked up within 24 hours 1 51 58 15 15 15
1  Recycling misses were higher in FY22 because a new contractor took over five areas, resulting in a temporary spike in misses.

FY24 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs

FY23 Approved 69,661,496 51.15

Increase Cost: Yard Trim Program 1,156,084 0.00

Increase Cost: Residential, Commercial, and Multi-family Recycling Programs 539,767 0.00

Add: New Positions for Waste Reduction Efforts (Environmental Planning Policy Analyst & Senior
Planning Specialist)

258,606 2.00

Increase Cost: Residential Refuse Collection Program 180,614 0.00

Increase Cost: Paper Recycling 175,537 0.00

Add: New Position for Multi-family Recycling (Program Specialist II) 128,293 1.00

Increase Cost: Food Waste Organics Program 97,062 0.00

Increase Cost: Adjustment of Position Salaries 37,238 0.00

Increase Cost: Waste System Program Development 479 0.00

Recycling and Resource Management Environment 70-5

Page 629 of 868
(5)



FY24 Recommended Changes Expenditures FTEs

Decrease Cost: Turnover of Positions (14,367) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Recycing Outreach, Education, and Volunteers (14,770) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Recycling Center Bypass Reduction (650,069) 0.00

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

510,716 0.00

FY24 Recommended 72,066,686 54.15
 

BUDGET SUMMARY

  
ActualActual
FY22FY22

BudgetBudget
FY23FY23

EstimateEstimate
FY23FY23

RecommendedRecommended
FY24FY24

%Chg%Chg
Bud/RecBud/Rec

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 8,807,400 9,104,945 8,662,679 10,089,242 10.8 %

Employee Benefits 2,355,292 2,601,275 2,473,901 2,881,410 10.8 %

Solid Waste Disposal Personnel Costs 11,162,692 11,706,220 11,136,580 12,970,652 10.8 %

Operating Expenses 120,776,205 115,721,813 114,991,813 115,652,428 -0.1 %

Capital Outlay 1,834,512 2,315,605 2,315,605 2,685,199 16.0 %

Debt Service Other 0 1,629,474 1,629,474 0 -100.0 %

Solid Waste Disposal Expenditures 133,773,409 131,373,112 130,073,472 131,308,279 ----

PERSONNEL
Full-Time 79 73 73 76 4.1 %

Part-Time 2 1 1 1 ----

FTEs 100.28 101.53 101.53 104.52 2.9 %

REVENUES
Other Licenses/Permits 14,129 10,111 14,129 14,129 39.7 %

Other Charges/Fees 155,994 209,242 155,994 155,994 -25.4 %

Sale of Recycled Materials 10,764,407 4,961,166 7,238,624 6,566,067 32.3 %

Solid Waste Disposal Fees/Operating Revenues 26,742,456 30,497,324 27,819,471 34,454,679 13.0 %

Systems Benefit Charge 77,478,925 89,053,430 88,359,985 88,528,968 -0.6 %

Other Fines/Forfeitures 43,195 30,090 43,195 43,195 43.6 %

Miscellaneous Revenues 6,016,715 55,000 103,913 103,913 88.9 %

Property Rentals 1,128 10,198 1,128 1,128 -88.9 %

Investment Income 135,850 592,670 3,193,360 5,045,640 751.3 %

Solid Waste Disposal Revenues 121,352,799 125,419,231 126,929,799 134,913,713 7.6 %
 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION
EXPENDITURES
Salaries and Wages 1,286,067 1,329,210 1,251,062 1,405,341 5.7 %

Employee Benefits 291,903 358,168 339,068 378,476 5.7 %

Solid Waste Collection Personnel Costs 1,577,970 1,687,378 1,590,130 1,783,817 5.7 %

Operating Expenses 8,719,422 9,577,405 9,507,405 9,573,608 ----
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BUDGET SUMMARY

  
ActualActual
FY22FY22

BudgetBudget
FY23FY23

EstimateEstimate
FY23FY23

RecommendedRecommended
FY24FY24

%Chg%Chg
Bud/RecBud/Rec

Solid Waste Collection Expenditures 10,297,392 11,264,783 11,097,535 11,357,425 0.8 %

PERSONNEL
Full-Time 4 4 4 4 ----

Part-Time 0 0 0 0 ----

FTEs 11.78 12.08 12.08 12.08 ----

REVENUES
Other Charges/Fees 17,708 0 0 0 ----

Systems Benefit Charge 10,778,699 11,890,756 11,719,814 14,882,400 25.2 %

Investment Income (2,772) 24,770 65,160 102,960 315.7 %

Miscellaneous Revenues 0 0 15,000 0 ----

Solid Waste Collection Revenues 10,793,635 11,915,526 11,799,974 14,985,360 25.8 %
 

DEPARTMENT TOTALS
Total Expenditures 144,070,801 142,637,895 141,171,007 142,665,704 ----

Total Full-Time Positions 83 77 77 80 3.9 %

Total Part-Time Positions 2 1 1 1 ----

Total FTEs 112.06 113.61 113.61 116.60 2.6 %

Total Revenues 132,146,434 137,334,757 138,729,773 149,899,073 9.1 %

FY24 RECOMMENDED CHANGES
   ExpendituresExpenditures FTEsFTEs

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL

FY23 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 131,373,112 101.53

Changes (with service impacts)

Add: New Positions for Waste Reduction Efforts (Environmental Planning Policy Analyst & Senior Planning
Specialist) [Materials and Collection]

258,606 2.00

Add: New Position for Multi-family Recycling (Program Specialist II) [Materials and Collection] 128,293 1.00

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)

Increase Cost: Out-of-County Haul [Disposal] 1,723,463 0.00

Increase Cost: Yard Trim Program [Materials and Collection] 1,156,084 0.00

Increase Cost: Oaks Landfill Improvements [Disposal] 887,316 0.00

Increase Cost: Transfer Station Operations [Disposal] 743,918 0.00

Increase Cost: Residential, Commercial, and Multi-family Recycling Programs [Materials and Collection] 539,767 0.00

Increase Cost: Annualization of FY23 Compensation Increases 470,626 0.00

Increase Cost: FY24 Compensation Adjustment 455,142 0.00

Increase Cost: Risk Management Adjustment 407,825 0.00

Increase Cost: Dickerson Master Plan Environmental Assessments [Disposal] 333,802 0.00

Increase Cost: Motor Pool Adjustment 196,490 0.00
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FY24 RECOMMENDED CHANGES
   ExpendituresExpenditures FTEsFTEs

Increase Cost: Paper Recycling [Materials and Collection] 175,537 0.00

Increase Cost: Household Hazardous Waste [Disposal] 152,758 0.00

Increase Cost: Automation Efforts [Administration and Support] 118,945 0.00

Increase Cost: Food Waste Organics Program [Materials and Collection] 97,062 0.00

Increase Cost: Site 2 Building Maintenance and Facilities Costs [Disposal] 56,010 0.00

Increase Cost: Adjustment of Position Salaries [Administration and Support] 37,529 0.00

Increase Cost: Adjustment of Position Salaries [Materials and Collection] 37,238 0.00

Increase Cost: Gude Landfill [Disposal] 34,122 0.00

Increase Cost: Adjustment of Position Salaries [Disposal] 15,029 0.00

Increase Cost: Three Percent Inflationary Adjustment to Non-Profit Service Provider Contracts [Disposal] 4,997 0.00

Increase Cost: Waste System Program Development [Materials and Collection] 479 0.00

Increase Cost: Annualization of FY23 Personnel Costs 50 0.00

Decrease Cost: Reallocation of Position Based on Actual Work Activities [Administration and Support] (1,059) (0.01)

Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail (2,606) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Recycing Outreach, Education, and Volunteers [Materials and Collection] (14,770) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Retirement Adjustment (17,022) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Finance Chargeback (Disposal Fund) [Administration and Support] (67,420) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Revenue Analysis and System Evaluation [Administration and Support] (416,910) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Recycling Center Bypass Reduction [Materials and Collection] (650,069) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Debt Service Payment Delay [Administration and Support] (1,629,474) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Resource Recovery Facility Revenue Operating Offsest [Disposal] (1,846,591) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Elimination of One-Time Items Approved in FY23 (3,450,000) 0.00

FY24 RECOMMENDED 131,308,279 104.52

 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION

FY23 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 11,264,783 12.08

Other Adjustments (with no service impacts)

Increase Cost: Residential Refuse Collection Program [Materials and Collection] 180,614 0.00

Increase Cost: FY24 Compensation Adjustment 62,114 0.00

Increase Cost: Annualization of FY23 Compensation Increases 56,324 0.00

Increase Cost: Annualization of FY23 Personnel Costs 659 0.00

Increase Cost: Printing and Mail 75 0.00

Decrease Cost: Retirement Adjustment (1,566) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Turnover of Positions [Administration and Support] (6,725) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Decrease in Administrative Costs [Administration and Support] (8,456) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Turnover of Positions [Materials and Collection] (14,367) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Finance Chargeback (Collection Fund) [Administration and Support] (40,680) 0.00

Decrease Cost: Risk Management Adjustment (58,907) 0.00
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FY24 RECOMMENDED CHANGES
   ExpendituresExpenditures FTEsFTEs

Decrease Cost: Motor Pool Adjustment (76,443) 0.00

FY24 RECOMMENDED 11,357,425 12.08

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Program NameProgram Name FY23 APPRFY23 APPR
ExpendituresExpenditures

FY23 APPRFY23 APPR
FTEsFTEs

FY24 RECFY24 REC
ExpendituresExpenditures

FY24 RECFY24 REC
FTEsFTEs

Administration and Support 9,668,524 40.81 8,413,739 40.80

Disposal 63,307,875 21.65 62,185,279 21.65

Materials and Collection 69,661,496 51.15 72,066,686 54.15

Total 142,637,895 113.61 142,665,704 116.60

CHARGES TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS

Charged DepartmentCharged Department Charged FundCharged Fund FY23FY23
Total$Total$

FY23FY23
FTEsFTEs

FY24FY24
Total$Total$

FY24FY24
FTEsFTEs

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
General Services General Fund 322,697 0.00 389,899 0.00

Parking District Services Bethesda Parking 70,046 0.00 75,299 0.00

Parking District Services Silver Spring Parking 135,714 0.00 145,893 0.00

Parking District Services Wheaton Parking 13,134 0.00 14,119 0.00

Alcohol Beverage Services Liquor 17,800 0.00 20,210 0.00

Total 559,391 0.00 645,420 0.00

FUNDING PARAMETER ITEMS
CE RECOMMENDED ($000S)

TitleTitle FY24FY24 FY25FY25 FY26FY26 FY27FY27 FY28FY28 FY29FY29

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL

EXPENDITURES

FY24 Recommended 131,308 131,308 131,308 131,308 131,308 131,308

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.

Annualization of Positions Recommended in
FY24

0 88 88 88 88 88

New positions in the FY24 budget are generally assumed to be filled at least two months after the fiscal year begins. Therefore, the above
amounts reflect annualization of these positions in the outyears.

Elimination of One-Time Items Recommended in
FY24

0 (120) (120) (120) (120) (120)

Items recommended for one-time funding in FY24, including vehicles for new positions, will be eliminated from the base in the outyears.
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FUNDING PARAMETER ITEMS
CE RECOMMENDED ($000S)

TitleTitle FY24FY24 FY25FY25 FY26FY26 FY27FY27 FY28FY28 FY29FY29

Labor Contracts 0 426 426 426 426 426

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

Subtotal Expenditures 131,308 131,703 131,703 131,703 131,703 131,703
 

SOLID WASTE COLLECTION

EXPENDITURES

FY24 Recommended 11,357 11,357 11,357 11,357 11,357 11,357

No inflation or compensation change is included in outyear projections.

Labor Contracts 0 108 108 108 108 108

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

Subtotal Expenditures 11,357 11,465 11,465 11,465 11,465 11,465

ANNUALIZATION OF FULL PERSONNEL COSTS
   FY24 RecommendedFY24 Recommended FY25 AnnualizedFY25 Annualized

   ExpendituresExpenditures FTEsFTEs ExpendituresExpenditures FTEsFTEs

New Position for Multi-family Recycling (Program Specialist II) 78,293 1.00 103,713 1.00

New Zero Waste Planner (Environmental Planning Policy Analyst ) 97,888 1.00 130,695 1.00

New Zero Waste Planning Position (Senior Planning Specialist) 90,718 1.00 120,822 1.00

Total 266,899 3.00 355,230 3.00
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

 
   
  
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

101 Monroe Street   •   Rockville,  Maryland  20850 
240-777-2500 •  240-777-2544 TTY •  240-777-2518 FAX 

www.montgomerycountymd.gov                              

Marc Elrich 
County Executive 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 

March 15, 2023 
 
 

TO:   Evan Glass, President  
   Montgomery County Council  
 
FROM:  Marc Elrich, County Executive   
 
SUBJECT: FY24 Solid Waste Services Charges  
 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to transmit the proposed resolution for FY24 Solid Waste 
Services Charges. The proposed charges are consistent with my FY24 Recommended Operating 
Budget. I recommend that the Council adopt this resolution as part of its deliberations on the 
FY24 Operating Budget. 
 
 
ME: as 
 
Enclosed: Resolution – FY24 Solid Waste Services Charges 
 
cc:  Richard S. Madaleno, Chief Administrative Officer, Office of the County Executive 
  Fariba Kassiri, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer, Office of the County Executive 
  Jennifer Bryant, Director, Office of Management and Budget 
  Michael Coveyou, Director, Department of Finance 
  Adriana Hochberg, Acting Director, Department of Environmental Protection 
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        Resolution No.:  ______________ 
            Introduced:     ______________ 
        Adopted:    ______________ 
   
  
 
 

COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
By:  Council President at the request of the County Executive 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

SUBJECT: FY24 Solid Waste Service Charges 
 
 

Background 
 

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

 
2. Under County Code Section 48-8A(b)(1), the County Council must set, each fiscal year, by 

resolution, the rates for the residential and nonresidential systems benefit charges. 
 

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

 
4. On March 15, 2023, the County Executive recommended, effective July 1, 2023, solid waste 

charges including the residential Base Systems Benefit Charge which when multiplied by 
the generation rates (set by Executive Regulation 8-23) yield household charges for          
Fiscal Year 2024: 
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 2 

  Resolution No.:      
 

 
Refuse Collection Charge: 

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

 
Once weekly refuse collection charge              $160.00 / 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 = $59.89/Household 

 
Disposal fee (Tip Fee x Tons Disposed per Household): 
$70.00 x 0.85550 = $59.89 / Household 

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

                   
 Base Systems Benefit Charge = $22.57/Household 
 
  Base Cost / Ton x Generation / Household - Offset from Disposal Fees: 

$44.02294 / Ton x 1.8730 Ton / Household (ER 8-23) - $59.89 / Household =  
$22.57 / Household 

 
 Incremental Systems Benefit Charge = $210.80/Household 
 

Charge Rate ($ / Ton Waste Generated) x Generation / Household: 
$112.5521 x 1.8730 = $210.80 / 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 = $0.34/Dwelling 
 

Base Cost / Ton x Tons Generated / Dwelling - Tip Fee Offsets:        
$44.0229/ Ton x 0.8567 Ton / Dwelling (ER 8-23) - $37.37 / Dwelling = 
$0.34 / Dwelling 

 
 Incremental Systems Benefit Charge = $17.70/Dwelling 

 
Charge Rate ($/Ton Waste Generated) x Generation / Dwelling: 

 20.6562 x 0.8567 = $17.70 / Dwelling 
 

Total multi-family Systems Benefit Charge on property bill $ 18.04 / Dwelling 
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  Resolution No.:  
 
 

Nonresidential Properties: 
 

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      ($/GFA Unit)           ($/GFA Unit)        ($/GFA Unit) 
       Low       $     82.99         $     42.55          $   125.54 
       Medium Low      $   248.97      $   127.64           $   376.61 
               Medium      $   414.95     $   212.73           $   627.68 
               Medium High                  $       0.00    $       0.00           $       0.00 

     High       $   746.91   $   382.91           $1,129.82   
 
 
Solid Waste Charges per ton for solid waste: 

 
Refuse received at the Transfer Station (weighing > = 500 lb/load)            $     70.00 
Refuse received at the Transfer Station (weighing < 500 lb/load)               $       0.00 
Construction and Demolition material and waste material delivered          $      84.00 

for disposal in open-top roll-off boxes             
Concrete/Dirt Rubble material delivered for disposal                                  $     70.00  
All Yard Trim received at the Transfer Station                    $     46.00 
 (weighing > 500 pounds/load) 
Scrap metal delivered to the Transfer Station              $       0.00 
Recyclable paper received at the County’s Recycling Center           $       0.00 
Commingled containers received at the County’s Recycling Center           $       0.00  
Source separated recyclable materials dropped off at the recycling           $       0.00 
 drop-off area of the Transfer Station  
      
Leaf Vacuuming charge in the Leaf Recycling Service Area: 

 
Single-family Household               $   123.67 

 Multi-family Residential Unit               $       4.61 
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   Resolution No.: 
 
 

Action 
 

The County Council approves the above solid waste charges, effective July 1, 2023. 
 
 
This is a correct copy of Council action. 
 
 
 
  
Judy K. Rupp,  
Clerk of the Council 
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

Marc Elrich 
County Executive 

M E M O R A N D U M 

December 3, 2021 

TO: Tom Hucker, President 
County Council 

FROM: Marc Elrich, County Executive 

SUBJECT: Notification for County Council regarding Closing of Incinerator – Environmental and 
Waste Disposal Infrastructure 

I am writing to inform you that we are beginning to take the steps necessary to change the way 
Montgomery County handles its solid waste and recycling. New innovations in technologies, insights and 
revived markets for secondary materials have opened opportunities for the County to realize efficient, less 
polluting and cost-effective ways to better manage these materials. This new approach is both visionary 
and practical. 

We know that the Council is committed to ensuring that the county is managing its waste in an 
environmentally and socially responsible manner. The end goal is to close the incinerator within the next 
12-18 months and to put in place alternatives for processing our waste materials. Having the incinerator 
has kept the focus on its continued operation and detracted from an incentive to consider innovative 
approaches used elsewhere.

As the nearby coal power plant reduced its use, then closed for good, the trash incinerator is the county’s 
largest single source industrial air polluter. Other point source emissions of greenhouse gases in the county 
from large facilities are from facilities operated by the federal government. Even though in aggregate, the 
solid waste operations contribute a small percentage of total greenhouse gases in the county (buildings and 
transportation contributing the majority of these gases), these emissions should not be ignored. As we 
focus on those major sources through the Climate Action Plan, it is important that we also focus on the 
emissions from our solid waste operations. There is literature showing that emissions from incinerators 
contribute to asthma attacks and other adverse health impacts.   

Additionally, I believe the practice of shipping the incinerator’s ash to majority-Black communities in 
Virginia – currently, a rather populated one near Richmond creates an inequitable situation.   

We have engaged in exploring what other jurisdictions here, and abroad, have done to get greater use out 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

101 Monroe Street   •   Rockville,  Maryland  20850 
240-777-2500 •  240-777-2544 TTY •  240-777-2518 FAX 

www.montgomerycountymd.gov        
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Notification for County Council regarding Closing of Incinerator – Environmental and Waste Disposal 
Infrastructure 
December 3, 2021 
Page 2 of 2 

of their waste and a higher value from it. Our review has also been informed by the Beyond Incineration 
report prepared by Zero Waste Montgomery County which recommended specific policies and programs 
that could be put in place to reduce waste. We will use the international definition of Zero Waste and the 
Zero Waste Hierarchy as our guide to rethink, redesign, and reduce material consumption in Montgomery 
County, and to seek the highest and best use of discarded materials. 

Last week, we celebrated more growth in our commercial food scrap recycling pilot with the addition of 
the first project at Westfield Montgomery Mall along with the first projects with MCPS. In addition, we 
began the first day of operating our new residential food scrap recovery pilot in two communities in the 
County. Our intention here is to expand both programs to the entire County which will allow us to recover 
a significant amount of the County’s waste and convert it to a saleable product – compost.  

We have already issued an RFI to solicit proposals from landfills, trucking companies and other 
companies that could manage the waste as soon as the incinerator is closed -  
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DEP/Procurement/RFI-DEP-RRM-101121.html.  Responses are 
due in January. 

After we receive the responses in late January, we will develop a detailed implementation plan to modify 
our current solid waste plan with operations and technologies that will replace the incinerator. This plan 
will be guided by the information from the RFI as well as other information, including gathering and 
analysis related to elimination of food scraps from the waste stream. The plan will be submitted to the 
Council for review and approval, and we will then move forward with formal bidding on responses to the 
RFI for the specific pieces that we will need to assemble. As soon as we have approval and a timeline for 
implementation, we will provide the Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority and others with the 
required six-month notification that we will be closing the incinerator. 

Our plan is to begin transporting waste to landfills that meet environmental justice criteria, along with 
bringing our food waste either to a digester or composting facility (or both). I am particularly interested 
in using anaerobic digestion for the organic residuals in municipal waste as it could open a pathway to 
hydrogen production for that component of our bus fleet which will use it to generate electricity.  

Through cooperation of the executive and legislative branches of government, we can readily improve 
environmental and waste disposal infrastructure, and be a model for the state and country. 

I greatly look forward to working with the County Council to advance the complementary policies and 
programs to create a new materials management system that will serve the county for generations to come 
and contribute to a sustainable 21st century. 

CC:  Adriana Hochberg, Acting Director, Department of Environmental Protection
 Marc P. Hansen, County Attorney, Office of the County Attorney 

(23)

http://www.energyjustice.net/md/beyond.pdf
https://zwia.org/zero-waste-definition/
https://zwia.org/zwh
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DEP/Procurement/RFI-DEP-RRM-101121.html
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DEP/Resources/Files/procurement/RFI-DEP-RRM-10_11_21.pdf


Item Amount Notes
Total Budgetary Operating Costs for the Year 131,539,890$    a

CIP Expen. (Current Receipts, Non-Closure) -                         b
Contingency Funds -                         c
Closed landfill Expenses (inflation only) 50,582               d
Material Sales Revenue (6,566,067)         e
Miscellaneous Revenues (12,055,322)       f
Investment Income (5,045,640)         g
Sector-Specific Stability Fund Contributions (Draw) 620,400             h
Fund Balance Adjusting All Sectors Contribution (Draw) 3,689,455          i
Transfer to Disposal Fund From Leaf Vacuuming Fund (1,708,880)         j
Fund Contribution for Small Loads (e.g. <500 lbs) 1,758,065          k

Net Revenues Required from Service Charges 112,282,484$    
Incremental Systems Benefit Charges (56,260,023)$     l FY23 change

BASE SYSTEM COSTS 56,022,461        (58,502,864)$     2,242,841          

3.8%
BASE SYSTEM BENEFIT CHARGES

Service Sector Single-Family m Multi-Family m Non-Residential m
Proportion of Total Waste Generation 38.6% n 9.8% n 51.7% n
Sector Share of Base Costs 21,605,489$      o 5,464,640$        o 28,952,332$      o
Offsets from Refuse Disposal Fees Tipping Fees (15,691,548)       p (5,415,111)         p (15,665,784)       p
Base Costs to Collect on Property Levy 5,913,941$        49,528$             13,286,548$      

Households (HH) or Commercial Gross Floor Area Units (GFAU) 262,027             q 144,887             q 92,123               r
Base System Benefit Charge on Property Levy ($/HH. $/GFAU) 22.57$               /HH 0.34$                 /HH 144.23$             /GFAU

INCREMENTAL SYSTEM BENEFIT CHARGES (ISBC)
Recycling 45,690,383$      s 1,458,148$        t 2,923,767$        u
Satellite Sites 296,080             6,912                 
Studies Specifis to the Nonresidential Sector
Organics - Food Waste 524,528             -                     1,386,875          
Stabilization (1,900,000)         v 1,061,000          v 1,459,400          v
Composting 2,273,514          w 37,999               w 1,041,417          w

Total 46,884,504$      2,564,059$        6,811,459$        
Households (HH) or Commercial Gross Floor Area Units (GFAU) 222,407             x 144,887             q 92,123               r

ISCB to be Charged on Property Levy 210.80$             /HH 17.70$               /HH 73.94$               /GFAU

DISPOSAL FEES (Charged on Property Levy  (In-Lieu of Tipping Fee)
Tons of Refuse Disposed by Subdistrict A & B Households 190,270             tons NA NA

Single-Family Households in Sub-Districts A & B (Non-Municipal) 222,407             HH NA NA
Disposal Tons Per Household 0.8555               ton/HH NA NA
County Tipping Fee for Accepting Refuse at its Transfer Station 70.00$               $/ton NA NA
Disposal Fee Levied on Subdistrict A & B Households on Tax Bill 59.89$               /HH NA NA

NA NA
Total System Benefit Charges Levied on Tax Bill

Non-Municipal Single-Family Homes 293.26$             /HH
Municipal Single-Family Homes 22.57$               /HH
Multi-Family Dwellingss 18.039$             /HH

218.17$             /GFAU

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)
i Non-sector-specific contribution to (draw) to adjust oveall fund balance
j To pay for composting leaves collected by leaf vacuming services (separate sub-fund)
k Charge to fund balance to account for non-chargable refuse deliveries (e.g. <500 lb loads per SS 48-32(c)(2) & MRF residue)
l Revenue from Incremental System Benefit Charges
m Single-family detatched, townhouse, and multifamily dwellings in buildings comprised of 6 or fewer dwellings
n Based on County's annual materials flow analysis.
o  (n) x (BASE SYSTEM COSTS)
p Off-Sets Against Sector's Share of System Base Costs Single-Family Multi-Family Non-Residential

Disposed into County System (open-top roll off tons not included) 233,851             80,219               237,963             
Non-Charged Loads (<500 lbs, PUF, Beauty-Spots, MRF Residue) (9,686)                (2,450)                (12,980)              
Off-Setting Tonnage 224,165             77,769               224,983             
Tiping Fee 70.00$               / ton 70.00$               / ton 70.00$               / ton
Sector Off-Sets for Refuse Disposal Fees and Tipping Fees (Pre-Credit Card Fees)15,691,548$      5,443,810$        15,748,810$      
Credit Card Fees (28,699)$            (83,026)$            
Sector Off-Sets for Refuse Disposal Fees and Tipping Fees (Net -Credit Card Fees)15,691,548$      5,415,111$        15,665,784$      

Solid Waste System Disposal Fund, Rate Setting Methodology FY24
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Items Amount Notes
Administration 4,345,741          
Communication & Public Engagement 75,000               
Solid Waste Enforcement 1,373,088          
Debt Service -                         
Automation Disposal Fund 1,147,083          
Revenue Analysis & System Evaluation 218,725             
Dickerson Facilities Master Plan 416,459             
Waste System Program Development 552,272             
Solid Waste Transfer Station 7,247,191          
Oaks Landfill (excludes Landfill Closure Expenses) 887,528             
Site 2 Landfill 266,671             
Beantown Dump 250,000             
Resource Recovery Facility 32,793,992        
Gude Landfill (excludes Pollution Remediation) 826,738             
Out-Of-County Haul 15,360,485        Check
Total Budget 65,760,972        65,760,972            
Budget Transfers - Out (Expenses) 1,540,315          

CIP Expen. (Current Receipts, Non-Closure) -                         
Contingency Funds -                         
Closed landfill Expenses (inflation only) 50,582               
Material Sales Revenue (863,525)            
Miscellaneous Revenues (10,867,764)       
Investment Income (5,045,640)         
Fund Balance Adjusting Contribution (Draw) 3,689,455          
Fund Contribution for Small Loads (e.g. <500 lbs) 1,758,065          Check Variance

Net Revenues Required from Service Charges 56,022,461$      56,022,461        -                             
FY23

BASE SYSTEM COSTS 56,022,461        58,502,854        (2,480,393.60)       

-4.2%
BASE SYSTEM BENEFIT CHARGES

Service Sector Single-Family m Multi-Family m Non-Residential m
Proportion of Total Waste Generation 38.6% n 9.8% n 51.7% n
Sector Share of Base Costs 21,605,489$      o 5,464,640$        o 28,952,332$         o
Offsets from Refuse Disposal Fees Tipping Fees (15,691,548)       p (5,415,111)         p (15,665,784)          p
Base Costs to Collect on Property Levy 5,913,941$        49,528$             13,286,548$         

Households (HH) or Commercial Gross Floor Area Units (GFAU) 262,027             q 144,887             q 92,123                   r
Base System Benefit Charge on Property Levy ($/HH. $/GFAU) 22.57$               /HH 0.34$                 /HH 144.23$                 /GFAU

Check Sector Totals 5,913,941$        49,528$             13,286,548$         
Sector Variance (0)                       (0)                       -                             
Check Total Base Expenses 56,022,461$      
 Total Variance -                         

Solid Waste System Disposal Fund, Base Rate Setting Methodology FY24 
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Item Amount Notes
Residential Recycling Collection 39,926,158$      
Recycling Center 8,689,022   
Dickerson Composting Facility 6,215,080   
Satellite Sites 276,501   
Volunteer Coordination/Public Outreach 735,626   
Support For Recycling Volunteers 157,136   
Yard Trim Reduction 227,762   
Multi-Family Recycling 1,211,526   
Commercial Recycling 2,362,124   
Household and Small Quantity HH Hazardous Materials 1,525,429   
Organics Food Waste 1,886,658   Check Variance
Total Incremental Program Expenses 63,213,022$      63,213,022   -   
Indirect Costs 1,025,582   
Total Incremental Expenses 64,238,603   
Recycling Center Revenue (5,702,542)   
Yard Trim Tip Fee Revenue (1,187,558)   FY23 Change
Leaf Vacuum Transfer (1,708,880)   49,840,000   6,420,023  
Net Incremental Expenses 55,639,623   11.4%
Stablization Net 620,400   Check Variance
Incremental Expenses Allocated 56,260,023$      56,260,023   -   

Single-Family Multi-Family Non-Residential
Residential Recycling Collection 40,331,821   a -   -   
Recycling Center 3,010,402   b 25,690  54,153  
Dickerson Composting Facility 2,273,514   c 37,999  1,041,417  
Satellite Sites 296,080   d 6,912  -   
Volunteer Coordination/Public Outreach 563,611   e 92,222  140,877  
Support For Recycling Volunteers 157,136   f -  -   
Yard Trim Reduction 154,438   g 2,581  70,743  
Multi-Family Recycling - h 1,337,655   -   
Commercial Recycling - i -  2,605,540  
Household and Small Quantity HH Hazardous Materials 1,472,975   j -  52,454  
Organics Food Waste 524,528   -  1,386,875  
Sector Specific Waste Studies  - k -  -   
Stablization (1,900,000)   l 1,061,000  1,459,400  

Total Allocated Incremental Expenses (Collected on Property Tax Bill) 46,884,505$      2,564,059$     6,811,460$    

Household Units / NR GFAUs 222,407   HHs 144,887   HHs 92,123  GFAUs
Charge/Unit to be collected on property tax bill 210.80$     /HH 17.70$    /HH 73.94$    /GFAU (Avg.)

Check: Sector Totals 46,884,505   2,564,059   6,811,460  
Check: Total Incremental Expenses 56,260,023   

Variance: Per Sector -  -   -   

a. The County collects recyclables in Collection Districts A and B, excluding  surrounding municipalities. The County does not have recycling collection services for 
 the multi-family and nonresidential sectors.

b.  The Recycle Center's expenses are netted against the material revenue earned from collections of recyclables at the Recycle Center. This net-expense amount is
allocated to the specific sectors based on projected material to be collected from each sector during the year.

c.  The Dickerson Compost Facility's expenses are netted against yard waste tip fees collected at the transfer station. The net-expense amount is allocated  to the 
 specific sector based on yard waste collected from each sector during the year.

d.  The Satellite Site expenses are allocated to both the single-family and multi-family sectors based on a survey of users. No expenses are allocated to the 
nonresidential sector.

e.  The Volunteer Coordination/Outreach program expenses are allocated in two different ways.  First, personnel and operating expenses (excluding contract expenses)
are allocated across the sectors based on recyclables received at the Recycle Center from each sector. The contract expenses are allocated across each sector 
based on the recycling manager's expense allocation.

f.  The Support For Recycling Volunters program expenses are allocated to the single family sector.
g. The Yard Trim Reduction program expenses are allocated across the sectors based on the amount of yard trim received from each sector during the year.
h.  The Multi-family Recycling program expenses are allocated entirely to the multi-family sector. 
i.  The Commerical Recycling program expenses are allocated entirely to the nonresidential sector. 
j.  The Household and Small Quantity Hazardous Waste program expenses are allocated to two sector based on program expenses. The Ecowisw program is for 

 the nonresidential sector. The larger portion of the expenses are for the single family sector. 
k.  The study expenses are allocated to the sector for which the study is being performed.
l.  The stablization contributions or draws are allocated to each sector based on the amount necessary to smooth rates over the course of the budget period (six years).
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