
The T&E Committee also recommends that DEP report back to the Council
on several items by certain dates. These reporting requirements are
included in the draft resolution (see ©2).

AGENDA ITEM #6
March 17, 2009

MEMORANDUM

March 13, 2009

TO: County Council

FROM*" Keith Levchenko, Senior Legislative Analyst

SUBJECT: Solid Waste Management Plan Comprehensive Update

T&E Committee Recommendations: Approve with changes as noted below:i
'l

• Incorporate corrections and clarifications as submitted by the ~

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) (see ©30-32) ~

• Add text to note DEP's work with the Maryland Department of the ~
Environment (MDE) on a remediation plan to address water quality ~

and methane migration issues at the closed Gude landfill and that ~

construction of a yard trim facility at the Gude Drive landfill will ~
~

:r~~c;::;:::;~~~:~::e:~~:~~:~e::~r::=::~:l~:~:~:::~ the yard ~
~• Add text regarding DEP's efforts to increase its recycling of land $J
~clearing and construction and demolition debris (C&D). ~

• Add text regarding DEP's continuing review of a potential plastic ..~
;:;

bag ban or tax. ~
%
X
~
~
,~
'l
9.
/.

On January 16,2009 the Council received the County Executive's recommended
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 10 Year Plan 2007-2016 (transmittal memorandum
and Executive Summary attached on ©3-7). A draft resolution is attached on ©l.
Councilmembers were previously provided copies of the full Recommended Plan.!

1 The Recommended Comprehensive Update is available for download at the Council website at:
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/csltmpl.asp?url=/content/council/news/Reports home.asp



Officials and staff expected to attend the Council worksession include:

• Robert Hoyt, Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Director
• Dan Locke, Chief, Division of Solid Waste Services (DSWS), DEP
• Bill Davidson, Section Chief, Northern Operations, Emissions, Strategic Planning,

DSWS-DEP
• Steve Findley, Planner Coordinator, Environmental Planning, M-NCPPC

BACKGROUND

State law (Sections 9-503 and 9-515, Environment Article, of the Maryland Code)
requires the governing body of each County to adopt and submit to the Maryland Department of
the Environment a ten-year plan dealing with solid waste disposal systems, solid waste
acceptance facilities, and the systematic collection and disposal of solid waste.

In short, State law and regulations mandate that a County Solid Waste Management Plan
consist of three major components:

1. Projections of the amount of waste and recyclables that will be generated in the
County over the next decade;

2. A description of existing and planned services, programs, and facilities that the
County has identified for the collection, disposal, and recycling of solid waste;

3. A finding that the services, programs, and facilities identified in the plan are
adequate to accommodate the amount of waste and recyclables estimated to be
generated in the County for the next ten years.

The Environment Article further requires each County to review its solid waste
management plan at least every three years. The current plan was adopted in November 2005
via Council Resolution 15-1218.

PUBLIC HEARING TESTMONY AND AGENCY COMMENTS

A public hearing on the Recommended Plan was held on February 24,2009. The
Council heard testimony from one speaker representing the Gude Landfill Concerned Citizens
group (see ©19-20) who expressed opposition to the planned yard trim handling facility
relocation to the Gude landfill property because it could exacerbate environmental issues such as
groundwater contamination and leachate migration. The speaker suggested that, if yard trim
handling operations needed to move from the Transfer Station, then consideration should be
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given to moving it to the Site 2 property near Dickerson (a site reserved for a future landfill). A
second letter was recently received from the same group (see ©21-22).

The Montgomery County Planning Board reviewed the Recommended Plan on February
26,2009 and sent a letter to the Council (see ©23-29). While expressing general support for the
Recommended Plan, the Planning Board noted its concerns with the planned relocation of the
yard trim handling operations to the Gude Landfill site which is referenced in the Recommended
Plan. Both the Gude Drive landfill and the Site 2 property are discussed in more detail later in
this memorandum.

The Council also received comments from the Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission (WSSC) (see ©30-32). WSSC's comments mostly involve corrections and/or
clarifications to the Recommended Plan and Council Staff recommends that these changes
be incorporated into the Final Approved Plan. The T&E Committee concurs.

SUMMARY OF ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

Council Staff believes the Plan Update before the Council now does not include major
policy changes as has been the case in past plans. This document mostly reaffirms the overall
Solid Waste policies included in the current plan with updates, new initiatives, and some new
subject areas of emphasis (such as climate protection, see pages 4-65 through 4-68, compact
fluorescent bulbs, see pages 4-24 through 4-25 and others.) and some additional long range
planning detail in areas such as recycling and yard waste issues.

This Council Staff report includes a brief review of some of the major current policies
and discussion of some additional areas of particular interest to the Council. Council Staff will
work with DEP staff to incorporate, prior to Council action, any nonsubstantive corrections and
clarifications that have been identified during this review.

WASTE PROJECTION ASSUMPTIONS

The Recommended Plan includes revised demographic information and projections
through 2016. This data is identical to information and assumptions built into last year's FY09
budget and the resulting solid waste rates. Population, household, and employment data is from
the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission Cooperative Forecast, Round 7.1.

The other key assumptions for waste projection is the per capita waste generation rate and
the per employee waste generation rates. DEP is assuming a per capita waste generation rate of
3.45 pounds per day and a per employee waste generation rate of 6.54 pounds per day across the
entire projection period through 2016. These are the same rates assumed as part of the FY09
budget. These rates are modified from time to time based on actual tonnages of waste and
revised demographic information.

The per capita waste generation rates are used to project tons of waste per year for single­
family and multi-family residential households. These household rates are approved by the
Council each year via Method 2 Executive Regulation.
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The Recommended Plan's municipal solid waste generation estimates through 2016 by
waste category are shown on page 3-3 (©8). Trends are discussed in more detail later in this
memorandum.

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN GENERAL GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND
POLICIES (see page 1-2 through 1-4)

The Current Policy, reiterated in the Plan Update, establishes a hierarchy of preferred
solid waste management techniques. These strategies, in order of preference are:

• Waste reduction
• Recycling
• Waste to energy from burning of combustible waste remaining after waste reduction and

recycling
• Out-of-County landfilling of ash from waste to energy operations and non-processible

waste which cannot be recycled.
• In-County landfilling only if cost-effective out-of-county landfilling options become

unavailable or legislatively prohibited.

This policy also notes that the County's solid waste facility capacities were designed
based on projections of solid waste generated within the County and the use of the County's
Solid Waste facilities (with the exception of the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF)2) are
exclusively reserved for waste generated within Montgomery County.

Finally, one clarification added during the Council's last plan u~date, was that County
facilities are primarily intended to accommodate municipal solid waste (MSW) and not
necessarily other types of waste such as construction and demolition debris (C&D)

Council Staff believes the current hierarchy is still valid and supports the language
as included in the Recommended Plan. The T&E Committee concurs.

COUNTY REFUSE COLLECTION SERVICE - COLLECTION SUBDISTRICTS

The entire County is designated as a collection and disposal district. Municipalities can
choose whether to opt into or out of the collection district.

The collection district is divided into two collection subdistricts (see map on page 3-26,
©12) for residential trash collection. In Subdistrict A trash collection for single family

2 Under the terms of the County's contract with Office Paper Systems, the County may allow excess capacity at the
MRF to be utilized by other jurisdictions.
3 Municipal Solid Waste is defined as solid waste generated at residences, commercial establishments and
institutions. This category of waste excludes land clearing, construction and demolition debris as well as specially
regulated materials such as medical or hazardous waste.
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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.

Neighborhood Transfer Between Subdistricts

Until last fall, the County's 10-Year Solid Waste Management Plan included transfer
procedures that allow neighborhoods or groups of homeowners to transfer to or from either
subdistrict.

On October 7,2008 the Council approved an amendment to the 10 Year Plan that
removed the subdistrict transfer requirements and procedures from the lOYear Plan and created
a Method 2 Executive Regulation process in its place. At the same time, the Council approved
via the new Executive Regulation, a reduction in the number of homes required to be in a
proposed transfer area from 650 to 450 (for areas not adjacent to the receiving subdistrict). A
200 home requirement if the proposed area is immediately adjacent to the receiving subdistrict
remained unchanged in the new Executive Regulation.4

As a result of last fall's actions, the Recommended Plan before the Council now does not
include any language regarding the requirements or procedures for subdistrict transfer.

Representatives of the haulers have suggested additional changes to the transfer policy
and DEP is considering these items. Changes in subdistrict policies are sensitive topics with the
refuse collection companies. Council Staff encourages DEP to continue to coordinate with
haulers on issues affecting Subdistrict B.

Subdistrict Review

As part of the Council's last comprehensive update of the lOYear Plan, The Council
required that the Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPW&T), which housed the
Division of Solid Waste Services at the time, report to the Council on a number of solid waste
issues. Two items involved the County's subdistrict policies as noted below:

"Report on the effect of the modifications in the subdistrict transfer policy
including but not limited to truck traffic in neighborhoods and the cost
effectiveness of refuse collection service in the two subdistricts."

"Recommendations on possible modifications to single family residential
refuse collection policy (retention or modification of two subdistricts)."

4 The requirement of a minimum number of households is intended to ensure that approved switches do not result in
many small service area islands in either subdistrict that would be difficult and/or inefficient to serve.
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In response, in June 2006 the DPW&T director recommended that a survey be done of
residences in two recycling contract areas (one where individuals contract with refuse collection
companies and the other where the County contracts with one company) to measure customer
satisfaction. In addition, field studies in each area were suggested to quantify the number of
trucks, road travel, safety, and environmental and neighborhood effects in each area. This work
would then be used to make future recommendations regarding modifications to the subdistrict
transfer policy.

Some haulers raised concerns that the proposed survey and field work was an attempt by
DPW&T to enlarge Subdistrict A and/or eliminate the two subdistricts altogether. There
ultimately was no support from the T&E Committee for the survey and DPW&T did not pursue
it.

As Council Staff noted to the T&E Committee in 2006, there appear to be economies of
scale for customers that are part of a large collection contract (whether part of a County contract·
in Subdistrict A or for example an HOA contract in Subdistrict B). These economies of scale
may result in favorable refuse collection rates and less truck traffic in neighborhoods.

Any future study of conditions in Subdistrict B needs to be done cooperatively with
community groups and haulers to see how best to provide single family residents
competitively priced refuse collection while preserving a role for a variety of haulers.

REFUSE DISPOSAL: POLICIES

Tip Fee Policy (see pages 5-66 through 5-67)

The tip fee is the per ton fee charged businesses, institutions, and residents that dispose
refuse at the County's Transfer Station.

In approving the comprehensive update to the Solid Waste Management Plan 4 years ago,
the Council established a policy that links tip fee pricing to projected demand on County solid
waste facilities. The current plan includes language that sets a target operational range of
processed waste for the Resource Recovery Facility of85% (558,450 tons) to 92% (604,440
tons) of permit capacity (657,000 tons per year). Tip fees are adjusted in order to keep waste
levels within the target range. This year's Plan Update assumes to continue this policy.

Projecting future tons processed is as much art as science, and maintaining a sufficient
cushion is important to avoid exceeding permit capacity in the future.

While actual demand will be determined by market factors that are difficult to predict and
often beyond the influence ofjust the County's tip fee decisions, tip fee actions appear to have
helped the County meet its processed waste targets at the RRF.

For FY05, the Council approved an increase from $48 to $52 for the Tip Fee to reduce
waste delivered to the Transfer Station. The objective of the fee adjustment was to encourage
private waste collectors to deliver waste to disposal facilities outside of the County. In addition,
the Council sought to raise the tip fee to provide an economic incentive for recycling. After
raisin2 the tip fee in FY05, the County experienced its first decline in facility demand in seven
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years. However, demand climbed back up in FY06 and the tip fee was increased again in FY08.
For FY09, demand was projected to stay within the target range and a tip fee increase was not
recommended by the Executive.

Council Staff concurs with this policy. The T&E Committee concurs.

Managing Refuse in Excess of System Capacity

Bypass waste occurs when the amount of processible waste received exceeds the capacity
or constraints of the Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) (i.e. the permit level of 657,000 tons per
year). Ifbypass is projected, the County can increase tip fees (discussed earlier) to influence the
amount of non-residential waste exported out of the County instead of disposed of at the rather.
Additional waste reduction and recycling efforts can also be instituted to reduce bypass.

If tip fee increases and other measures are unsuccessful in preventing bypass, the County
can send its excess processible waste to the same Brunswick County, Virginia landfill that
accepts the County's RRF ash and non-processible waste. Alternatively, the County could seek
an increase in its permit capacity for the RRF. However, both the bypass of processible waste
and the increase in the permit capacity of the RRF run contrary to longstanding County
policies that the County should be self-sufficient in its waste management practices.
Council Staff suggests that both of these options should be considered only as stopgap
measures until other actions (such as tip fee increases, recycling and waste reduction
initiatives, and the opening of a potential future landfill) can address capacity issues in the
long-term.

Current municipal solid waste and recycling rate projections (see page 3-23, ©10) show
that bypass will be a growing concern in coming years. Municipal solid waste is projected to
grow about 11 percent during that time and exportation rates are expected to decrease. While the
recycling rate is assumed to increase (up to a 47% level in DEP' rate modeling) the RRF is still
projected to reach 98 percent capacity in 2016 (see chart below). The County will need to
continue improving its recycling rate and waste reduction efforts and/or consider future tip fee
increases to keep waste processed at the RRF within target levels and to avoid future bypass
concerns.

Total Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) (in tons)
Recycling RateITons
Exportation RateITons 13.1%
Processable Waste to RRF 43.7%
addback metais from ash (counted in recycling) 1.3%
C&D burned at RRF
Total RRF Throu h ut 48.5%
Percent of Permit Ca cit (657,000 tons rear)

12.9% 7.9% 6.7% 7.1%
42.8% 46.8% 46.1% 45.9%

1.1% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%

46.4% 48.0% 604,000 47.4% 610231 47.2% 640 606
92% 93% 98%

Ban on Out-of County Refuse

The approved Plan bans the acceptance of out-of-County waste at County disposal
facilities. This ban dates back to 1992 and was intended to preserve capacity at County disposal
facilities for County waste. The Plan Update maintains this ban. Given the trends in
municipal solid waste projected in the chart discussed earlier, the County will continue to
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face capacity issues in the coming years and County Staff believes the ban is still justified.
The T&E Committee concurs.

Land Clearing and Construction and Demolition Debris (C&D)
(see pages 3-7 through 3-8, pages 4-25 through 4-30, and pages 5-56 through 5-58)

This category of waste does not fall under the definition of municipal solid waste and is
not included within the County's recycling rate calculations. For many years, the County dealt
mostly with only C&D generated from its own operations. However, in recent years, the C&D
level coming to the Transfer Station has increased. About two-thirds of what the County
receives is shipped to an out-of-county landfill. Most of the rest is burned at the RRF. A small
amount is recycled.

In FY07, the County accepted approximately 58% of all C&D generated in the county.
However, a private C&D recycling facility in Clarksburg has sufficient permitted capacity to
handle all non-governmentally generated C&D through 2016. This facility is currently recycling
less than 40% of the material it does accept.

There are also several regional facilities that are expected to remain as options through
2016.

Overall C&D disposal capacity does not appear to be an impending problem.
However, the County's hierarchal policy of supporting recycling of waste over disposal
where feasible suggests that further study by DEP of how to improve C&D recycling rates,
as is suggested in the Recommended Plan, is warranted. DEP intends to explore how best
to promote private sector recycling of C&D and other special wastes within Montgomery
County, and what the County role should be in the future with regard to C&D disposal.
Council Staff recommends that DEP update the Council on these efforts by February 1,
2009. The T&E Committee concurs.

Land Held in Reserve for a Future Landfill

The County has approximately 820 acres of land (known as "Site 2") along Wasche Road
near Dickerson held in reserve for use as a possible future landfill. The Council selected this site
in 1990 for a possible future solid waste facility. The footprint of a future landfill at this site
would be approximately 125 acres.

The approved Plan assumes to maintain Site 2 in agricultural use as long as the out-of­
County landfill option remains viable. The only improvements to the site assumed are activities
needed to preserve historic structures on the site.

The Recommended Plan maintains the same language as in the Approved Plan.

At the public hearing on February 24, the Council heard testimony (see ©19-20) from
one speaker representing the Gude Landfill Concerned Citizens group who expressed opposition
to the planned yard trim facility relocation to the Gude landfill property. The representative
suggested that, if needed, yard trim operations could be moved to the Site 2 property near
Dickerson. The Gude landfill issue is discussed later. However, as noted above, the use of
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Site 2 for a yard trim facility or for any other solid waste facility is not assumed in the
Approved Plan or in the Recommended Plan before the Council now.

The Council has received some comments in opposition to the possible use of Site 2 for
yard trim operations. These comments note the practical, economic, environmental, regulatory,
and legal complications of this approach (see ©33-34).

Council Staff believes that any discussion of the potential use of the Site 2 future
landfill site for yard trim operations is premature. DEP is working with MDE to locate the
yard trim facility at the Gude Drive landfill (as assumed in the Approved FY09-14 CIP).
Concerns have been raised by citizens living near the landfill and by the Planning Board as
to whether the yard trim relocation to the Gude landfdl will exacerbate environmental
issues at the Gude landfill. These questions should be answered first before other possible
sites are investigated. The relocation of yard trim operations to Gude is discussed later in
this memorandum.

RECYCLING POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

County Recycling Goal

The County's overarching recycling goal (see page 1-4 and page 5-32 of the
Recommended Plan) is to recycle 50% of the County's municipal solid waste by the end of20l0.

Over the past four years, the County has implemented a number of policies designed to
increase the recycling rate. These include:

• Executive Regulation 15-04 AM: revised the requirements regarding the types of materials
that must be recycled, the set out requirements for single family recycling, multi-family and
commercial reporting requirements, and multi-family and commercial recycling container set
out requirements.

• Executive Regulation 18-04: prohibits the collection, transport, and disposal of recyclables
as refuse.

• Cooperative Recycling Collection: DEP facilitates partnerships among businesses to address
recycling concerns and to bring down the cost of recycling efforts.

• Distribution of high capacity wheeled toters for curbside collection of mixed paper.
• Expansion of the plastics recycling program.
• Instituted television and e-waste drop off centers at the Transfer Station
• Continuous education and outreach efforts

These and other efforts appear to have led to a steady increase in recycling rates over the
past several years. The following chart shows generally steady increases across all categories.
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p .A t I
County Recycling Rate: FY03 - FY09

Category (% of \\ a5te generation. FY08) FY03 FYO-l FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09"
Single Family (39.2%) 51.4% 51.6% 54.8% 55.7% 56.2% 55.8% 57.1%
Multi-Family (8.2%) 11.6% 11.9% 12.1% 12.1% 13.5% 13.7% 13.9%
Non-Residential (52.6%) 30.2% 30.2% 33.9% 34.1% 37.3% 40.0% 41.3%

COMBINED 37.1% 37.6% 41.1% 41.7% 43.2% 44.3% 45.4%
*FY09 Budget assumptIOn

During budget deliberations for FY09, DEP estimated an FY09 recycling rate of 45.4
percent. With existing efforts in place and based on demographic projections discussed earlier,
DEP estimates that the recycling rate will reach 47% by 2016 (see page 3-23, ©10).

In order to reach a 50% rate, the County will need to consider ways to increase recycling
rates through existing efforts and/or expand the scope of its efforts.

Page 4-8 (see ©14) ofthe Recommended Plan provides an excellent snapshot of
estimated FY07 waste recycling by material and type (based on the last waste composition
sampling done at the Transfer Station several years ago). Note: Because this information is
from FY07, the expanded plastics recycling put in place in 2008 is not reflected in these
numbers.

Some general conclusions that can be drawn from the data are:

• Paper is the single biggest volume item of municipal solid waste generated (31 %
of the total) and represents the single biggest opportunity for the County to
substantially increase its recycling rate. The overall recycling rate for paper is 44
percent. Ifthat rate were 66% in FY07, the County would have achieved its 50%
goal. While a jump to a 66% rate would be a major stretch goal even over a
multi-year period, some progress in this area, combined with increased rates in
other areas is needed to approach the 50% rate goal.

• As mentioned in the Recommended Plan, banned items are already recycled at a
rate of 63.2 percent. This rate would need to go up to 74.3 percent to achieve the
50% recycling goal.

• Items that are "encouraged" to be recycled make up about 8% of the municipal
solid waste stream and are recycled at about a 54% rate. Some ramp-up in this
area may be possible (especially in some categories such as electronics which has
a relatively low recycling rate. DEP may also want to consider whether to add
one or more of the items in this category to the "Banned" list (items that are
required to be recycled; i.e. banned from disposal in waste).

• Food waste represents a significant portion of the County's municipal solid waste
(9.3%) and virtually none is diverted from the waste stream now. If food waste
could be efficiently separated from the waste stream and added to the County's
composting efforts, or perhaps collected and sent out to private entities, the
County could see a big jump in its recycling rate. At the Committee worksession,
Councilmember Leventhal expressed skepticism that the County would be able

-10-



to implement a food waste composting program given the potential difficulties
oflocatingfacilities to accept this material because ofpossible odor and pest
issues.

A new waste composition study was approved as part of the FY09 budget and DEP has
completed one of the two seasons of sampling to be done. The second season of sampling will
be done this May. This work will help to clarify where the County's opportunities and
challenges lie for expanded recycling.

One important point to keep in mind is that the County's hierarchy of solid waste
management techniques places waste reduction above recycling and these efforts can affect the
County's recycling rate as well. Waste reduction can affect the County' recycling rate in either
direction depending on whether the waste reduced was previously being recycled or not.

Council Staff recommends that the Council include in the Approval Resolution for
the Recommended Plan a requirement that DEP update the Council on the findings of the
2009 Waste Composition Study by February 1, 2010 and that DEP identify short and long­
term strategies available to maximize the County's recycling rate. At that time, the
Council can decide whether to maintain or modify the County's recycling goal. The T&E
Committee concurs.

At the T&E Committee worksession, Committee Chair Floreen asked DEP about its
position regarding plastic bag taxes and bans. She noted that a report done by the Division of
Solid Waste Services (prior to its move to DEP) was transmitted to the Council (in September
2007). The report is attached beginning on ©37. At that time, the Division did not recommend a
ban. The concept of taxing plastic bags was not reviewed.

DEP Director Bob Hoyt indicated that DEP is reviewing the issue again and will keep the
Council appraised.

At the T&E Committee worksession, Council Staff recommended that DEP update
the Council on this issue by February 1,2010. The T&E Committee concurred. Language
noting this ongoing work should be added to the Comprehensive Plan as well.

Television Recycling (see pages 4-16 through 4-17)

The deadline in the United States for all broadcasts to switch from analog to all digital
signals (originally set for February 17,2009) was extended to June 12,2009. It is unclear how
much of an increase in television disposals will occur as a result of the digital switchover.
Analog Television set owners who use decoder boxes now (for cable or satellite TV for example)
will still be able to use their analog TVs. Also, for those who use antennas, analog to digital
converter boxes can be purchased to allow continued use of analog televisions. The federal
government's converter box coupon program (up to two $40 coupons per household) has been so
popular (40 million requested by the end of 2008, although only 16 million redeemed up to that
point), that there is now a waiting list for coupons (i.e. only when previously issued coupons
expire are new coupons made available).
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In anticipation of the potential increase in the number of analog TV sets being disposed
of, DEP expanded its computer recycling program (begun in 2000) to include other consumer
electronics (such as television sets) in October 2007. The program was expanded again in April
2008 to include many other electronics. In December 2008, the program recycled 70 tons of
televisions. DEP has been conducting satellite drop-off events since June 2008. The Council
has received some correspondence from residents suggesting that DEP consider a curbside
pickup program for analog televisions. It's not clear that there is a demand or need for this
effort, but Council Staff suggests DEP carefully monitor television drop off trends and maintain
some flexibility in case expansion of this program is needed.

Council Staff recommends that DEP update the Council quarterly on the status of
the television recycling program. The T&E Committee concurs.

YARD TRIM COMPOSTING

Compost Facility Capacity (see pages 5-23 through 5-26)

The Dickerson Compost Facility receives leaves and grass collected from County
residences and produces "LeafGro," a commercially sold soil amendment product.

In 1996, the County and the Sugarloaf Citizens Association entered into a supplemental
Agreement of Settlement and Compromise as a settlement between the parties with regard to
earlier disputes. The agreement limits Compost Facility operations to a maximum of77,000 tons
per year. The cost per ton to export ranges from $21 per ton to $42 per ton, depending on the
contractor used.

The chart below shows tons of yard waste processed at the Compost Facility or exported.

Tons of Compost Processed and Exported
90,000 ,-----------------------------------,

Compost Facilily Operaling Limil (77,000 IOns per

FY09
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Recent Tonnage History: In FY03 the County entered into a one-year agreement with
the Sugarloaf Citizens Association to exceed the cap. In FY04, the County shipped about 2,500
tons of yard trim to an out-of-County facility to avoid exceeding the limit. In FY05 the amount
increased to 2,600 tons. The export total jumped up to nearly 8,100 tons in FY06 and 8,300 in
FY07. However, for FY08 no export was required. No export is expected for FY09 either. DEP
attributes this drop-off to a combination of factors, including weather, but also to its efforts to
control demand.

Controlling Demand: DEP continues to pursue efforts to control the amount of yard
trim brought to the Compost Facility:

• Free compost bins are given to residents at no charge, last year over 2,374 bins were
given out.

• Posters, fliers and display advertising are posted in local media to promote grasscycling
and mulching.

• Transit advertising is done on buses.
• 30-second PSAs are done on County and Municipal Cable Channels (PEG - Public

Education and Government network).
• Backyard composting seminars and workshops are done with Master Composter

volunteers.
• Wonn-composting exhibitions are done for residents and students in the County.
• Other initiatives include placing a series of short articles in local area newspapers

encouraging grasscycling and composting.

Also, in FY08, the Tip Fee for yard trim was increased from $36 to $40 and additional
education and outreach ($80,000) regarding grasscycling and composting was recommended.

These demand control efforts appear to be paying off as demand on the composting
facility fell to 74,040 tons during FY08 and may drop further in FY09. However, capacity
concerns persist and the Recommended Plan notes that over the next five years, DEP will seek
either long-tenn contractual capacity or select a site and apply for pennitling of at least 20,000
tons of additional yard waste composting capacity for County use. DEP notes that the potential
for expanding the composting program to accept certain limited types of food waste will also be
considered.

Council Staff concurs with DEP's plans to consider expanded composting capacity.
This additional capacity may well be needed to address additional tonnages associated with
single-family population growth. In addition, the potential diversion of food waste out of
the waste stream could provide a significant bump up in recycling rates in the future.
However, additional capacity and some operational changes will be needed.

Council Staff recommends that DEP provide a report to the Council on the progress
of its efforts to seek additional capacity and with regard to consideration of expanding
composting to include food waste by no later than February 2011. The T&E Committee
concurs.
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Yard Trim Operations Relocation to the Closed Gude Landfill

On February 9, the T&E Committee was briefed on various issues associated with the
closed Gude landfill. Representatives of a community that borders the northern edge of the
landfill have expressed concerns about the documented ground and surface water contamination,
the dangers of potential methane migration into the community, and the impacts any new
projects at the landfill may have on these issues. One approved project which is currently in
design involves the relocation of yard trim operations from the Transfer Station to the Gude
landfill. Construction is scheduled to begin in FY10. On January 15,2009, the County
Executive transmitted his FY10 Recommended Capital Budget to the Council which included an
FY10 appropriation for construction of the facility.

DEP noted at the February 9 meeting that the County is working closely with the
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) to establish a formal gas monitoring plan (by
February 10,2009), expand the ground water and surface water monitoring plan (by March 31,
2009) and to develop a remediation plan (by April 30, 2009). The Committee asked DEP to
provide future updates to the Council on these issues. A February 26 letter from MDE to DEP
regarding the yard trim proposal is attached on ©35-36.

On February 26 the Planning Board discussed the Recommended 10 Year Plan and the
Council received a letter from the Planning Board (see ©23) on March 4. In the letter, the
Planning Board expresses concerns about the yard trim relocation and notes that it,

"cannot endorse moving the yard trim operation or establishing any other
uses on the site of the Gude landfill without further analysis and a clear
determination that such actions will not exacerbate the existing pollution
problems."

Council Staff recommends that language be added to the Recommended Plan (in
various sections referencing the closed Gude landfill) to note DEP's work with MDE on a
remediation plan to address water quality and methane migration issues at the closed Gude
landfill and that construction of a yard trim facility at the Gude Drive landfill will not
commence until the potential environmental impacts of the yard trim facility are fully
investigated and concerns addressed. The T&E Committee concurs.

attachments
f:\levchenko\solid waste\sw management plan\ce update january 2009\council 3 1709 swmp revisions.doc
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Resolution No.:-------
Introduced:
Adopted:

COUNTY COUNCIL
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

By: County Council

SUBJECT: Comprehensive Amendment to the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan

Background

1. State law (Sections 9-503 and 9-515, Environment Article, of the Maryland Code) requires
the governing body of each County to adopt and submit to the Maryland Department of the
Environment a ten-year plan dealing with solid waste disposal systems, solid waste
acceptance facilities, and the systematic collection and disposal of solid waste.

2. The Environment Article further requires each County to review its solid waste
management plan at least every three years.

3. The County Council adopted the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan for the
years 2004 through 2015 for Montgomery County, Maryland by Resolution 15-1218 on
November 15,2005.

4. On January 16,2009, the County Executive transmitted to the County Council a revised
and updated comprehensive amendment to the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management
Plan which sets forth the goals, policies, and plans for the management of solid waste in the
County from 2007 through 2016.

5. A public hearing on the revised proposed comprehensive plan amendment was held on
February 24, 2009.



2
Resolution No.: ----

Action

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland approves the following
resolution:

1. The Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan for the Years 2007 through
2016 is approved as attached.

2. The Director of the Department of Environmental Protection must report to the
Council on the following solid waste issues by the reporting deadlines listed below.

Deadline for
Item Submission to

Council
Update on the status of the County's television recycling Quarterly Updates
program beginning no later

than July 31, 2009
Update on the County's efforts to increase Land Clearing
and Construction and Demolition Debris (C&D) recycling February 1,2010
rates both by the County and in the private sector
Update on the findings of the 2009 Waste Composition
Study and DEP's short and long-tenn strategies to February 1,2010
maximize the County's recycling rate
Recommendations regarding the potential imposition of a

February 1,2010
plastic shopping bag ban or tax
Update on DEP's efforts to seek additional composting
capacity and the potential expansion of the composting February 1,2011
program to include food waste

This is a correct copy of Council action.

Linda M. Lauer
Clerk of the Council



Isiah Leggett
County Executive

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE
ROCKV1Ll.E, MARYLAND 10850

MEMORANDUM

January 16,2009

The Honorable Phil Andrews, President

Montgomery County Council /)U>f--+--__
Isiah Leggett, CountyExecutiv~~ -«-
Solid Waste Management, Comprehensive Update

0-...

, .:
f. _

I am pleased to transmit my proposed update to the Montgomery County Com_prehensive
Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan) for County Council review and approval.

The current Plan for the Years of 2004 - 2013 was adopted by the County Council by
Resolution Number 15-1218, dated November 15,2005. The Environment Article requires each county
to revise and update its solid waste management plan every three years. This revised Plan sets forth the
goals, policies and action plans for the management of solid waste in Montgomery County through fiscal
year 2016. It was developed in accordance with Article 9, Subtitle of Environment Micle of the
Annotated Code of Maryland and Title 26, Subtitle 03, Chapter 03 of the Code of Maryland Regulations.

The revised Plan demonstrates that the County is on course to properly manage its solid
waste through the planning period. Importantly, the revised Plan conflIms the County's 50 percent goal
and, with detailed analysis, identifies additional opportunity areas. The revised Plan includes maximizing
revenues from sales of renewable energy and recyclable materials. New initiatives that support the
County's objective of sustainable communities include: performing a comprehensive analysis of
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) and ozone-related emissions related to solid waste management; and, identifying
net emissions from potential changes in our solid waste management system. Staff members from the
Department of Environmental Protection will be available at the Council work sessions to answer
questions regarding the revised Plan.

The Division of Solid Waste Services prepared this revised Plan, met with the Planning
Committee ofthe Solid Waste Advisory Committee on the proposed revisions, and gave the Dickerson
Area Facilities Implementation Group opportunity to comment. All comments received were addressed.

If you have any questions, please call Dan Locke, Chief, Division of Solid Waste
Services, at 240-777-6402. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Attachment

cc: Dan Locke, Chief, DEP-DSWS

®





Executive Summary

The Montgomery County, Maryland, Comprehensive Solid Waste Management

Plan for the Years 2007 - 2016 has been prepared in accordance with Subtitle 5, Title

9 of the Environment Article, Annotated Code of Maryland. The Plan has been

adopted by the Montgomery County Council Resolution [- ] (see page [ ]), and

approved by the Maryland Department of the Environment (see page [ ]).

This Ten-year Plan is updated every three years, as required by Maryland law to

reflect amendments by the County Council and the continuing changes that are

occurring in the County related to solid waste management. The following

amendments, changes, additional appendices and other pertinent documents are

included in this Plan:

Chapter 1 provides an overview of the laws, regulations, and government

agencies that are a part of this Comprehensive Solid Waste Plan. Changes to this

chapter include:

• Dates are updated throughout.

• Tables of applicable laws and regulations are updated. No significant changes have

occurred since the last Plan update.

• Enabling laws and regulations are updated and clarified.

Chapter 2 provides an overview of population and employment trends and land

use considerations that impact present and future solid waste management

considerations. Changes to this chapter include:

• Dates and population/employment numbers are updated throughout.

Chapter 3 provides detailed data on waste generation and descriptions of waste

collection and acceptance facilities. Changes to this chapter include:

• Dates and waste generation tonnages are updated throughout.

vii
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• Tables are repositioned to follow text references.

a The County recycling rate calculation method is clarified.

• Waste collection district and sub-district descriptions and the sub-district transfer

process are conformed to recently passed Council Resolution, allowing adjustments

to take place by means of Executive Regulation.

• Recycling descriptions are updated for Office Paper Systems (OPS) mixed paper

operation.

Chapter 4 assesses solid waste management needs to address waste

generation issues and acceptance facility constraints. Changes to this chapter include:

• Dates and generation percentages are updated throughout.

• A table, with accompanying text, is added enabling analysis, by sector, of the extent

to which individual types of recyclable materials are being recycled and disposed.

• The recycling goal of 50 percent by 2010 is confirmed.

• Text is added clarifying the relationship between the recycling goal and tonnage

projections under the County's solid waste management system..

• Text describing the County's electronics recycling program is added.

• Documentation concerning the options and currently known disposal of MSW and

C&D at facilities other than the County Transfer Station is substantially expanded.

• A new planning direction towards exploring food waste composting is indicated.

• Text is added on the management of compact lluorescent lamps.

• A new section on green house gasses (GHG) and ozone related emissions is

added.

Chapter 5 provides a Plan of Action to address solid waste generation issues

and acceptance facility needs. Changes to this chapter include:

• Dates and generation data are updated throughout.

• Discussion of Transfer Station modifications to address peak flows under a current

CIP project and relocate yard waste operations to the Gude landfill site is updated.

viii
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• The County's ban on disposal of recyclables is described with respect to Executive

Regulations 14-04AM and 18-04, and enforcement of those regulations is

discussed.

• Contingency plans for yard waste management, to avoid exceeding the agreed

limitation on annual tonnage received at the Dickerson Composting Facility, are

expanded.

• Discussion of bypass in the context of facility capacity is expanded.

• The tipping fee policy is expanded and clarified.

• The summary Plan of Action table is updated and expanded.

Appendix A provides a list of term definitions. Changes to this appendix include:

• A definition for Land Clearing Debris is added.

Appendix B is updated to provide a material flow diagram and recycling

calculations for a new Base Year.

Appendix C provides a copy of the County landfill site sel~ction criteria.

Appendix D provides copies of community agreements related to solid waste

facilities.

Appendix E provides a copy of Council Resolution 13-1498 "Creation of

Dickerson Area Facilities Implementation Group (DAFIG)".

Appendix F provides a copy of Montgomery County Executive Regulation 6­

99AM Expansion of Leaf Vacuuming Collection District.

ix



Table 3.1

Municipal Solid Waste Generation in Montgomery County, Maryland (TonsNr)

2007 2007 2007 2011 2016
Processed at Processed Estimated Projected- Projected"
County Gov't at Private Generation Generation Generation

Facilities Facilities In County In County In County

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 768,087 454,388 1,222,475 1,288,391 1,357,896

(a) Residential (Single-Family and Muti-Family) 472,819 131,294 604,113 629,442 657,165
Recycled 192,889 104,613 297,502 312,380 322,463
Disposed 279,930 26,681 306,611 317,062 334,702

Non-Residential 295,268 323,094 618,362 658,949 700,731
Recycled 40,512 190,173 230,685 297,018 315,833

Disposed 254,756 132,921 387,677 361,931 384,898

State-Required Breakout of Non-Residential MSW

(b) Commercial (61.1% of Non-Residential) 180,497 197,508 378,005 402,816 428,357
Recycled 24,765 116,253 141,018 181,567 193,069
Disposed 155,732 81,255 236,987 221,248 235,288

(c) Industrial (33.1% of Non-Residential) 97,674 106,880 204,554 217,980 231,802
Recycled 13,401 62,909 76.311 98.254 104,478
Disposed 84,273 43.970 128.243 119,727 127,324

(d) Institutional (5.8% of Non-Residential) 17,096 18,707 35,803 38,153 40,572
Recycled 2,346 11,011 13,357 17,197 18,287
Disposed 14,750 7,696 22,446 20,956 22,286

(e) land Clearing and Construction & Demolition Debris (C&D) 139,227 102,786 242,013 252,160 263,266

(I) Hazardous Waste 140 13,764 14,000 14,899 15,844

(g) Special Medical Waste 0 1,435 1,435 1,527 1,624

(h) Animal Carcass 0 236 236 246 257

(i) Bulky Waste Scrap Metal pncluded in (a) through (d) above] 8,202 50,015 58,218 60,659 63,330

(j) Automobiles 0 58,900 58,900 61,370 64,072

(k) Scrap Tires 213 9,280 9,493 9,891 10,326
(kk) Portion included in (a) through (d) above 213 4,378 4,590 4,783 4,993

(I) Biosolids 0 6,046 6,046 6,299 6,577

(m) Septage 0 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000

TOTAL WASTE (all categories)' 768,227 552,769 1,321,092 1,390,733 1,464,270

Notes:
• Sum of (a) through (m) less 0) less (kk),
- Projections assume zero growth in per capita and per employee waste generation rates.
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The recycling rate calculation report to the County Council is developed using a

comprehensive accounting methodology that incorporates all data available on County

MSW flows. Appendix C displays the result for the County for Fiscal Year 2007. The

calculation is necessarily conservative in that it assumes that all waste burned at the RRF

is MSW.

Table 3.2 displays MSW recycled and disposed according to four categories

specified in COMAR 26.03.03.03.D "residential waste", ·commercial waste", "industrial

waste" and "institutional waste".

The total County MSW generation follows the methodology detailed in Appendix C

which yields 1,222,475 tons, not including any amounts of C&D burned at the RRF. The

County estimates that 42,583 tons of C&D were burned at the RRF in FY071
. Generation

projections for Fiscal Years 2011 and 2016 are adjusted for increases in County

population and employment only.

Table 3.2

Municipal Solid Waste Generation in Montgomery County, Maryland (TonsNr)

Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional Sectors

2007 2007 2007 2011
Processed at Processed Estimated Projected
County GOy't at Private Generation Generation

Facilities Facilities In CQunty In County

(a) Residential (Single-Family and Multi-Family) 472,819 131,294 604,113 629,442
Recycled 192,889 104,613 297,502 312,380
Disposed 279,930 26,681 306,611 317,062

(b) Commercial (61.1% of Non-Residential) 180,497 197,508 378,005 402,816
Recycled 24,765 116,253 141,018 181,567
Disposed 155,732 81,255 236,987 221,248

(c) Industrial (33.1% of Non-Residential) 97,674 106,880 204,554 217,980
Recycled 13,401 62,909 76,311 98,254
Disposed 84,273 43,970 128.243 119,727

(d) Institutional (5.8% of Non-Residential) 17,096 18,707 35,803 38,153
Recycled 2,346 11,011 13,357 17,197
Disposed 14,750 7,696 22,446 20,956

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 768,087 454,388 1,222,475 1,288,391

2016
Projected

Generation
In County
657,165
322,463
334,702

428,357
193,069
235,288

231,802
104,478
127,324

40,572
18,287
22.286

1,357,896

Recycling Rate" 43.2% 47.3% 47.0%

• Projected recycling is conservative. It assumes aooroval of ER1B-Q4, but it counts C&D bunned in RRF as MSW, thus overstating recycling rate denominator.

1 See AppendiX C. Page 3-4
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Table 3.10

Municipal Solid Waste Recycling Rate: County Calculation (TonsNr)

Includes Back Yard Composting and Grasscycling, and
Assumes That All Tons disposed in RRF Were Eligible for Recycling

2007 2007 2007 2011 2016
Processed at Processed Estimated Projected Projected
County Gov't at Private Generation Generation Generation

Facilities Facilities In Coynty In Coynty In Coynty

Residential (Single-Family and Multi-Family) 472,819 131,294 604,113 629,442 657,165
Recycled 192,669 104,613 297,502 312,360 322,463
Disposed 279,930 26,661 306,611 317,062 334,702

Non-Residential 295,268 323,094 618,362 658,949 700,731
Recycled 40,512 190,173 230,665 297,016 315,633
Disposed (including C&D burned at County RRF) 254,756 132,921 367,677 361,931 364,696

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 768,087 454,388 1,222,475 1,286,391 1,357,696

Recycling Rate 43.2% 47.3% 47.0%
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Table 3.11

Municipal Solid Waste Recycling Rate: MRA Calculation (TonsNr)

Does not Include Back Yard Composting or Grasscycling

2007 2007 2007 2011 2016
Processed at Processed Estimated Projected Projected
County Gov't at Private Generation Generation Generation

Facilities Facilities In County In County In Cou~tv

Residential (Single-Family and Multi.Family) 472,624 48,986 521,610 550,724 576,198
Recycled 192,693 22,305 214,998 233,662 241,495
Disposed 279,930 26,681 306,611 317,062 334,702

Non-Residential 295,258 311,532 606,791 649,889 691,096
Recycled 40,512 178,611 219,123 287,958 306,198
Disposed (including C&D burned at County RRF) 254,746 132,921 387,667 361,931 384,898

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 767,882 360,518 1,128,400 1,200,613 1,267,293

MRA (State) Recycling Rate 38.5% 43.4% 43.2%
State Recycling Credit for Approved County Reduction Programs 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%

MRA (State) Waste Diversion Rate 43.5% 48.4% 48.2%

Page 3-24
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Table 4.1

Waste Recycling by Material Type: Achievement and Opportunity
FY07 Actuals The Opportunity; Recyclable But Disposed

Basis for compos! tion of SlngJe-Famiiy Multi-Familly Non-Residential Disposed By Sector (tons) Total
disposed waste is the waste

Disposedcompos! tion sampling at Conty Generated Captured Capture Generated Ceptured Capture Rete Generated Captured Capture Rate Non-
Transfer Station. (tons) (tons) Rate % (tons) (tons) % (tons) (tons) % Single-Family Multl-Familly Residential (Tons)

I I
Subtotal. Banned Components 338.844 265,331 78.3'/, 44,182 11,189 25.3% 368,550 198.824 53.9% 73,513 32,992 169,726 276,231

~ Paper 125,464 73,029 58.2% 25,597 1,917 7.5% 228,040 91,653 40.3% 52,455 23,681 136,186 212,322
C!; Glass 20,589 14,412 70.0% 3.627 735 20.3% 7,477 2,011 26.9% 6,176 2,892 5,486 14,534
'!:. Other Ferrous 18,362 13.839 75.4% 3,971 1,943 48.9% 73,217 58,376 79.7% 4,523 2,026 14,841 21,393
ffl Yerdwaste 160.663 157,614 98.1% 6,909 6,075 87.9% 48,351 41,890 89.9% 3.049 834 4,661 8,544

Nerrow-Neck Plastics 7,917 4,019 50.6% 2,145 206 9.6% 5,319 554 10.4% 3,898 1,940 4,765 10,603
~ Ferrous/Bimetal Containers 3,753 1,720 45.8% 1,242 277 22.3% 2,121 231 10.9% 2,033 966 1,890 4,889
~ Aluminum Beverage Cans 1,893 897 41.2% 572 36 6.2% 1,213 144 11.8% 996 536 1,069 2,602

Othar Non-Ferrous Melal 364 0 0.1% 118 2 1.7% 4,812 3,965 82.4% 383 116 847 1,348

Textiles & Leather (no Rugs) 5,913 111 1.9% 1.819 4 0.2% 4,998 262 5.2% 5,802 1,815 4,737 12,353
al Wood Weste (including pallets) 12,218 10,874 89.0% 786 325 41.3% 43,164 22.284 51.6% 1,342 462 20,880 22,684
~ Whole Tires (as Rubber) 1,838 1,836 100.0% 515 459 89.1% 4,708 3,699 78.6% . 56 1,009 1,065
6 Lubricants (e.g. molar oil) 4,786 4,708 98.4% 1,275 1,274 99.9% 3,117 3,069 96.5% 78 1 48 127
~ Electronics 4,188 765 18.3% 1,373 27 1.9% 2,820 613 21.7% 3,422 1,346 2,207 6,974

W Batteries 205 199 97.3% 49 7 14.2% 834 473 56.7% 6 42 361 408
Tire Steel 471 241 51.3% 125 60 48.4% 890 302 33.9% 230 64 589 882

FoodWasle 41,707 18 0.0% 13,196 1 0.0% 59,226 659 1.1% 41,689 13,195 58,567 113,452
;jg Film Plastic 16,930 - 0.0% 5,885 · 0.0% 24,500 489 2.0% 16,930 5.885 24,011 46,826
§ Olher Plastic 6,122 46 0.8% 2,543 2 0.1% 11.243 15 0.1% 6,Q75 2,542 11,229 19,646
tr. Carpats I Rugs 4,475 - 0.0% 640 · 0.0% 12,060 - 0.0% 4,475 640 12,060 17,175

Other Aluminum (foil) 19 18 0.0% 140 1 0.4% 2,267 1 0.0% 1 139 2,266 2,407

~ OlherWood 4,220 - 0.0%' 1,893 · 0.0% 13,130 - 0.0% 19,242
-l:: OlherGlass 946 - 0,0% 231 - 0.0% 821 - 0.0% 1,998
'":;; Disposable Diapers 11,105 - 0.0% 4,357 · 0.0% 3,275 . 0.0% 18,738
a Other Waste 51,573 - 0.0% 19,552 · 0.0% 62,757 - 0.0% 133,882z

TOTAL 505,553 284,148 56.2% 98,560 13,348 13.5% 618,362 230,688 37.3% 694,291...Notes.
Benned ERI5-04AM

These materials ere raquired 10 be recycled under Executive Regulation 15-04, and ere banned from disposal in wasle from all sectors.
Encouraged

AlIoUllh not 6ubJact to a disposal ban, these meterlals are recycled vi' slending progrems. Consistent, It nolstrong, mart<els exist fur these materilis. Textiles are recycled only via voluntary drop--off" (don not Include dClnatlons).

Potential

Markets exist for these malerials, or could e)(lsl with addilio04lI procesalng. (On 7/D1f08, additional rigid plastics were deemed reliably mlrkelable and edded to the County's recycling program. This table don not reflect tnet change.)

No Markat.
No e>dsling or anticipated markels lor lhen malena/so

Page 4~8
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Table 5.1

Solid Waste Management System: Summary Plan of Action

FACILITYI SUMMARY PLAN OF ACTION
PROGRAM

Shady Grove
Relocate yard waste transfer and grinding operations to Gude Landfill to
reduce site traffic and make space available for future options consistent with

Processing Facility CIP project.
and Transfer Maximize materials sold as mulch to minimize tonnage sent for composting.
Station Set yard waste tip fee per Section 5.4.2.1

Periodically explore the feasibility of RRF ash and/or non-ferrous recycling.

Resource
Set tip fee per Section 5.4.2.1.

Recovery Facility
Aggressively market electricity and ferrous to secure the best prices available.
Conduct detailed energy balance analysis to maximize thermal and power
efficiency.

MaterialS Recovery
Continue to aggressively market recovered materials to capture best prices.
Encourage increased usage of unused MRF capacity by non-residential

Facility generators.

Continue aggressive promotion of grasscycling and backyard composting.

Yard Trim
Maintain back-up contracts for composting yard trim in excess of 77,000 tons.

Composting
Increase market sha~e and diversity of compost products produced by the
County.

Faciiity Continue on-going program to periodically replace portions of paved pad and
improvements to on-site storm water management.

Out-of-County Encourage private sector recycling of construction and demolition materials
Landfill and other nonprocessible solid waste rather than landfilling.

Land Reserved for Retain the Site 2 property, located in Dickerson, MD, through the entire life of
Potential Future In- Plan for use in the event economic conditions, changes in law or other
County Landfill circumstances render out-of-County waste disposal infeasible.

Waste Monitor the performance of all transportation contractors to ensure reliability.
Transportation Build contingency capacity to ensure waste transport.
System

Page 5-12
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Recycling and
Waste Reduction
Programs

Private Facilities

Oaks and Gude
Landfills

System Financing

Greenhouse Gasses
and Ozone-Related
Emissions

Collection

Aggressively encourage backyard composting including giving away compost
bins.
Periodically evaluate the rates at which each type of recyclable is being
captured.
Increase capture of all recycled materials through existing programs and
outreach.
Rigorously enforce the recycling bans instituted by ER15-04AM and 18-04.
Vary size and styles of replacement carts to fit housing types and maximize
usage.
Examine the feasibility of targeting additional materials types for recycling
including food waste generated at restaurants, schools and institutions.
Continue to evaluate innovative collection techniques to increase recycling.
Continue to promote cooperative collection contracting among commercial
generators

Work cooperatively to promote expansion and use of private recycling
infrastructure within County, including C&D.

Operate an oil-grit separator for nonprocessible solid waste collected from
County storm water captors at Oaks.
Implement gas-to-energy projects at both landfills.
Improve gas capture and minimize migration.

Maintain transparency in fiscal management.
Monitor revenue generation methods to assure fair and equitable rates.
Track current market conditions to maintain competitive tip fees.
Monitor commodity markets to assure County receives most favorable
revenues and credits possible from the sale of all recovered resources.

Complete solid waste system-wide inventory of GHG and ozone-related
emissions. Include net emissions effects in the consideration of future
changes in solid waste management system, including but not limited to any
addition of new materials targeted for recycling, and changes to the collection
and transportation systems.
Work with the private sector (subscription) collectors to quantify and reduce
emissions.

Use creative techniques to encourage contracted haulers to propose
environmentally friendly options.

Page 5-13
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Metals Market

Road
Construction
Market

Ferrous
Market

(0,)

MSW Exported by Private­
Seelor Colleelon; (Did not go

through County Transfer
Station)

Compost
f----+Mar1<el

County Recycling
Center (Drop-Off

and MRF) I--+-~

r-+::=""'-;T'~J.+<":~'~D)
Landfill, VA I r-:-:--=-----,L-=-,--,---..,--"

•{WaIe~

~
1. Calculated by netting measured collection from estimated yard waste generation.

2 ,8 Audited or otherw'ise documented. Often based on truck scales of others.
""':. '~,~:,.'..;. Data is from State-certified County truck scales Owned by County.

Data is from State-certified truck scales, privately operated under contrael to County.
:~ __j.s:'):.::.,;':::_::This color indicates C&D waste, which is nol MSW, not eligibie for recycling and is nol to be included in recycling rate calculation."

KEY:

Mulch
Users

Materials
Markel

Market

Total Waste Generation, IncJudin C&D Ex orted by Private Sector
County-Managed Waste (CMW) = 1 + 2 + 3 + 4 + 5 + 6 + 7+7a+7b ot- 8 + 9 =

1,464,488
1,361,702

MSW Generated above less strearTl5 5, 6 and 7a 1,222,475

Stream Material Sources of Data
No. Description

1;,~;;:\:i;,q~:..E!.."J"~~.~~: ~~.!!.~~...~P~~f;;;:;;,i:''j;;
'1!vard Waste Source Reduction Calculated wi estimates & measurements

2 Recyded via non-County Facilibes Collector, Prol:e~, Businesr; & Self~Hauler Rpts.

3 County Recycling Facility Material &alec County TS & MRF Scales, outbound

4 Mukh Loaded out From TS County Transfer Station (TS) Scale Records

5 Non--Processibles R~led- County TS Scale out Records

6 Non--Processibles Land filled'" ~ty Trane. Stafn. & Covanta 5cale Records

..,~.,"~c;"'~! ~:=~~;;1~:~~~l~~1£;iJ;~~j:"~~~~i5~~~:E;}:,
70 By-pas& (Aecepted Ptocessible Land filled) County TS Scale out Records

8 Refuse Disposed Out of County Audited &-Mo. Hauler Reports

9 iAJl Incoming Leaves and Grass Compost Facility & TS Scale Records

Total
(lons/yr)

c:i:,:d.q;q8~::
85,024

209,762
118,546

21,658
1,965

94,679
550,602

:;jif~SL3:~ZA~~:

159,602
n,280

Comments

Not County~managed and not eligible for recycling

17.5% of MSW less leakage less yard waste facility tons
Fittered to avoid dou~unting
Outgoing to Market from County Recycling Center
Scaled Out: As Taken to Mulch Preserve Locations

Total Tons Loaded on Rail to RRF Net of7a
In-Bound C&O less Outbound Non~Processibles LandfiAed

private Sector MSW Collection not delilvered to CountyTS
Includes 8,247 to Backup Composters

10 Composting Residue to RRF Covanta Scale Records

11 Ferrous. recovered at RRF Covanta 5cale Rct;Ords

12 jAsh Loaded to Ash Recyding Contractor No ash recycling at this time.

13 Non-Metal OUtgoing from ash Recycler No ash recycling at this time.

14 Metals (Fe, Cu. Brass., Coins) No a~ recyding at this tune.
15 I ash not recycled ovanta scale Records

15,916

176,915

No ash recycling at this time.
No ash recyclmg at this time.
No ash recycling at this time.

Recycling Rate calculations
County Recycling Rate
County Recycling Rete Without Ash"
State Recycling Rate
State Recycling & Reduction Rate
EPA Recycling Rate
Notes:

11 + 2 + 3 +.+ 9-10 ot-11 + 13+ '.IIlCMW.& -6 -7a) '"
(same as above but \Whout Stream 13)
(2 + 3 + 4 + 9 -10 + 11 + 13 + 14)' (CMW ~ 1·5 - 6 -78) =
(2 .. 3 .. 4+ 9~ 10+ 11 + 13+ 14)'(CMW·1·5~6)+5.0%=

(2 + 3 + 4 + 9~ 10 + 11 + 14)/ (CMW~ 1 ~ 5~6 ~7a)"

Numerator
528,187
528,187
434,109
434,109
434,109

Denominator
1,222,475
1,222,475
1,128,397
1,128,397
1,128,397

Rate
43.2%
43.2%
38.5%
43.5%
38.5%

Nomenclature:

- Nonprocessibles are Construction & Demolition-type materials: not eligible for recycling credrt. but are County-managed solid waste.
.... For State and EPA methods, numerator and denominator exclude motor oil

"C&O" means "Construction and Demolition- waste, exclustve of MSW, traditionaRy managed by the prtvate sector, but much now comes to County TS.
·CMW" means "County Management Waste", It includes aft MSW, whether OJ not exported by private sector coRectDrs, but only C&O delivered to TS.
"'MSW- stands for "Municipal Solid Waste". and represents the waste eligible for reeyr;ling under the State recycling law. regUlations and guidelines.
IS- stands for the County's lransfer station", located in Derwood, Maryland, just soldh of Gaithersburg.
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Road
Construction
Market

Ferrous
Market

(0,)

Compost
r------Market

(C02, H20)

t

(Rain, 02) (C02)..

\f\Jaste-to-Energy
Resource Recovery Facility in
Dickerson, MD (Operated by

Covanta, Inc.)

Residue

County Yard Waste Composting
Facility, Dickerson, MD

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

County Transfer Station)

I
Residue

Local C&D Recycler

Backyard
Composting &
Gr~sscy¢iing .

County
Recycling

Center (Drop­
Off and MRF)

Private Sector
Recycling,

Various Locations

3

4.

(Waler)

~.
1..... Calculated by netting measured collection from estimated yard waste generation.

2, 8 Audited or otherwise documented. Often based on truck scales of others. Metals Market
n? >" .,"i Data is from State-certified County truck scales Owned by County.

Data is from State-certified truck scales, privately operated under contract to County.
;;;';c~;';L~-;:This color indicates C&D waste, which is not MSW, not eligible for recyding and is not to be included in recycling rate calculation.*

KEY:

Mulch
Users

Materials
Market

Market

Total Waste Generation, Including C&D Exported by Private Sector 1,488,636
County-Managed Waste (CMW) -1 + 2 + 3 + 4 + 5 + 6 + 7+7a+7b + 8 + 9 - 1,359,977
MSW Generated (above less streams 5, 6 and 7a) 1,249,376

Stream Material Sources of Data Total
No. Description (tonslyr) Comments

160,556 Private Sector MSW Collection not delilvered 10 CountyTS
74,040 Includes 0 to Backup Composters

No ash recycling .1 this time.
No ash recycling at this time.
No ash recycling at this time.

Total Tons Loaded on Rail to RRF Net of 7a
In-Bound C&D less Outbound Non-Processibles Landfilled

Not County-managed and not eligible for recycling
17.5% of MSW less leakage less yard wasle facility Ions
Filtered to avoid double-counting
Outgoing to Market from County Recycling Center
Scaled Out As Taken 10 Mulch Preserve Locations

14,222

183,441

10 Composling Residue to RRF ~ovanta Scale Records

11 Ferrous recovered at RRF Covanta Scale RecordS

12 ~sh Loaded to Ash Recycling Contractor No ash recycling at this time.

13 Non-Metal Outgoing from ash Recycler No ash recycling at this time.

14 Metals (Fe, Cu, Brass, Coins) No ash recycling at this time.
15 All ash not recycled Covanta Scale Records

,"ic('~!' ;;S!lIc&~<!t!:g!i:!l§:1?!':O"ri~,prjy!'lii.~L~9.f.C>l~J:l.~e"\!S ..iiiiE~£;§L9?:?9Ji>;;· ...• ·<;·iitfbt~..?§,l>§Q,
1 (yard Waste Source RedUction alculated wI estimates & measurements 80,617
2 Recycled via non-County Facilities olledor, Processor, Business & Self-HaUler Rpts. 246,585
3 County Recycling Facility Material Sales County TS & MRF Scales, Outbound 101,584
4 Mulch Loaded Out From TS County Transfer Station (TS) Scale Records 36,453
5 Non-Processlbles Recycled" County TS Scale Out Records 5,057
6 Non-Processibles Land filled" County Trans. Starn. & Covanta Scale Records 75,424
i Loaded on RaiitoRRF (MSWbumed) CovantaScale~,asLo.ded 549,541

r;::r:.::·i,ii~L98~~~~~lte.~~Blii~~g~'B;;;':·. ~i~r~9Q;rr$i~~E~;';;;¥.,:f~0·;,·~··ii;;· .·.·.. ·D·..3!l;j~ •.~···
it By-pass (Accepted Processible Land filled) County TS Scale Out Records

8 Refuse Disposed Out of County f'\udited 6-Mo. Hauler Reports
9 lAUlncoming Leaves and Grass Compost Facility & TS Scale Records

Recycling Rate Calculations
County Recycling Rate
County Recycling Rate ''Without Ash"
State Recycling Rate
State Recycling & Reduction Rate
EPA Recycling Rate
Notes:

(1 + 2 + 3 + 4 +9 ·10 +11 + 13 + 14) /(CMW. 5 - 6 -7.) =
(Same as above but without Stream 13)
(2 + 3 + 4 +9·10 + 11 + 13 + 14)/(CMW- 1- 5-6-7a) =

(2 + 3 + 4 + 9- 10 + 11 + 13+ 14) I (CMW. 1 - 5-6) + 5.0% =
(2 + 3 + 4 +9• 10 + 11 + 14) I (CMW- 1- 5- 6 -7a) =

Numerator
553,501
553,501
465,111
465,111
465,131

Denominator
1,249,376
1,249,376
1,161,006
1,161,006
1,161,006

Rate
44.3%
44.3%
40.1%
45.1%
40.1%

Nomenclature:

** Nonprocessibles are Construction & Demolition-type materials: not eligible for recyding credit, but are County-managed solid waste,
*** For State and EPA methodS, numerator and denominator exdude motor oil

"C&D" means "Construction and Demolition" waste, exclusive of MSW, traditionally managed by the private sector, but much now comes to County TS.
"CMW' means "County Management waste". It includes all MSW, whether 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.
"TS" stands for the County's *Transfer Station", located in DelWOod, Maryland, just south of Gaithersburg.
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GUDE LANDFILL CONCERNED CITIZENS
1 5461 INDIANOLA DRIVE

DERWOOD, MD 20855

Testimony before the Montgomery County Council
February 24,2009

My name is Julia Tillery; I'm here on behalf of the Gude Landfill Concerned Citizens,
representing 500 families adjacent to the Gude Landfill.

We appreciate the Council's recognition that there's a significant hazard at the Gude Landfill,
with the known migration of toxins offsite--onto parkland, and we now suspect into our
backyards.

We've all seen the charts showing the increasing hazard from carcinogenic leachate. The plume
of contamination is moving beyond the sample wells. While the County's experts told you a
couple ofweeks ago that data over 8 years aren't conclusive, other experts see it differently.

These are the data that GLCC brought to the attention of the State. This is what alarmed the
Maryland Department of the Environment. And it's the reason the State has asked Montgomery
County to prepare a remediation plan.

The only responsible action at this point, is to do specialized testing to detennine how far the
toxic migration reaches beyond the Gude Landfill, stop it, and clean it up where it has
contaminated neighboring lands.

What is not responsible is the Yard Trim proposal in the solid waste plan which adds tons of
additional weight on the surface of the landfill, under an impenneable surface, forcing more
contamination out the sides, like squeezing a dirty kitchen sponge. The County's answer is "we
hope that doesn't happen." That's not good enough.

And let's stop calling it "yard trim" because we're not talking about bags ofleaves. We still
take those to the transfer station. We're talking about a commercial wood waste facility---one
that draws tens of thousands of big trucks per year, and tens ofmillions of dollars per year from
the fees charged to those trucks. It's not an eco-friendly neighborhood compost pile. And the
storm water permit-which has expired-is grossly insufficient to handle the runoff that this
kind of facility will create.

It should be the objective of the County to minimize the impact of solid waste management
facilities on the environment, on residents, and on any one area ofMontgomery County. In fact,
that is, verbatim, what the Department ofEnvironmental Protection said 15 months ago, in the

. 10-year-Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan. That rhetoric is not consistent with

1



today's plan, when it comes to the Gude Landfill.

We don't want to see further harm at the Gude Landfill. The County can move its wood wa::."'te to
the secret location known as Site Number 2, or any other environmentally-safe site. The
priorities for Gude need to deal first with the recognized and growing hazard:

DELINEATE REMEDIATE RE-EVALUATE.

2



Gude Landfill Concerned Citizens
15461 Indianola Drive

Derwood, MD 20855

March 5, 2009

Nancy Floreen, Chair Energy and Environment Committee
George Leventhal, Member Energy and Environment Committee
Roger Berliner, Member Energy and Environment Committee
Phil Andrews, President, Montgomery County Council

RE: March 9 Hearing on 10 Year Solid Waste Management Plan

Dear Council Members:

Next week you will review the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 10-Year
Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan. We have read the plan and believe it is a
good plan except for one section. That section states DEP's desire to move the Yard Trim
operations from the Shady Grove Transfer Station to the Gude Landfill. We object to this
and we believe you should reject the County Executive's ongoing efforts to build on the
landfill prior to the completion of remediation efforts and complete analysis.

Our views are supported by the Montgomery County Planning Board which has reviewed
the County's 10 year plan and fmds that it "cannot endorse moving the yard trim
operation or establishing any other uses on the site of the Gude landfill without further
analysis and a clear determination that such actions will not exacerbate the existing
pollution problems."

The County Council should provide equally clear instruction to the County Executive.

DEP uses the terms "yard trim" or "yard waste", but please understand that they are not
talking about leaves or grass from our yards. Yard Trim refers to commercial wood
waste processing brought in by large trucks, run through a large grinder, with the
resulting wood chips sent to Dickerson for mulching. The DEP proposal for the Gude
Landfill includes paving over 7 acres of the landfill, putting structures on the site, storing
diesel fuel tanks on top a landfill gas leaking surface, with lots of noise and fumes of
various grinders, back-loaders, and commercial haulers dumping tons of bulk wood.
57,000 truck visits per year is the estimate and that will add significant congestion to
Gude Drive and Southlawn Lane.

Any planned reuse must follow the necessary remediation and analysis for the following
reasons:

Page 1



First. the Gude Landfill has known contamination that needs to be remediated, before any
other activity occurs on the Landfill. The Maryland Department of the Environment
(MDE) has told DEP that the "analytical data indicates that Gude Landfill is having an
adverse effect on the surface and groundwater on the site and suggests that the impact
may extend beyond the property boundary of the landfill. Montgomery County is
directed to monitor and evaluate the potential risks associated with the documented
contamination. The County must complete a "Nature and Extent Study" (NES) to
determine the exact nature of the contamination, the specifics of the site the lead to the
contamination and the extent to which the contamination has traveled. That must be done
first and DEP must bear the cost.

Second, DEP has not done any analysis as to the impact of such a project on the Landfill
or the surrounding area. DEP formally proposed moving the Yard Trim activities to the
Landfill Site in a letter to MDE. However, notification of intent was insufficient for MDE,
and DEP will be required to submit much more justification - such as the impact analysis.

Third, DEP will not be allowed to do any construction on the Landfill without the
approval of MDE and MDE has required DEP to submit a remediation plan. It would be
financially irresponsible to commence a project only to find that the remediation plan
requires the entire project be removed. (The County Council should note that MDE has
approval authority for any construction on the Gude Landfill.)

We appreciate the need to relocate these operations. But, there are alternatives which
have not been considered, and there has been no community outreach over the impact
such a development would have. We have made repeated requests to the County
Executive staff on the need for remediation first but to no avail. Instead, DEP has begun
site preparation for the Yard Trim Project.

We support intelligent reuse of the Landfill. But, urge that we focus first on remediation
of known environmental concerns - before we add to the problem.

As you know, the County is facing a significant and expensive remediation at the Gude
Landfill. Our cherished taxpayer funds, in this very tight budget environment, must be
dedicated to remediation first, not development.

Thank you for your consideration.

Keith Ligon
Chairman, Gude Landfill Concerned Citizens Committee
15501 Moravia Court
Derwood, MD 20855
GLCC@hollybroooke.org
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IVIONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
THE \,I.'\J{YI-H'[J-NATJUNAI. C\I'IL\II'ARK ,\ND I'LANNINc; UlMMJSSJUN

March 3, 2009

The Honorable Phil Andrews
President
Montgomery County Council
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Subject: Review of Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 10 year Plan

During the Summer of 2008, Planning Board staff provided comments to the Division of Solid
Waste Services for the revision of the Montgomery County Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 10
Year Plan. Based on the updated plan's response to staff's comments, we endorse the overall plan and
commend Division of Solid Waste Services staff on formulating a thorough and intelligent approach to
solid waste management in the County. This plan contributes significantly to protecting the environment
of Montgomery County.

Regarding the proposal to relocate yard trim handling operations from the Shady Grove Transfer
Station to the site of the closed Gude Landfill: The Board has serious concerns about the continuing
leaching of contaminants from the Gude Drive landfill into the surrounding groundwater and surface
waters. Due to these concerns, the Board cannot endorse moving the yard trim operation or establishing
any other uses on the site of the Gude landfill without further analysis and a clear determination that such
actions will not exacerbate the existing pollution problems. Planning Board staff will continue to monitor
this proposal and expects these questions to be resolved before any mandatory referral on the re-use of the
Gude Landfill is submitted to the Planning Board for review.

Attached is the staff report from our Planning Board hearing on February 26, 2009, listing the
Planning Board staff comments and how the Plan update has responded to our comments. If you have
any questions or comments, please direct them to Steve Findley of our Environmental Planning statf. He
can be reached at (301) 495-4727.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this Plan.

Sincerely,

r-zqelt{{tUAt~{''\.-.
Royce f-4inson
Chairman

RH:SF:ss
Attachment

,.,.."

/

/'cc: Keith Levchenko, Montgomery County Council -<

\'1 ·,vw. 1'\dCP,ukandPlan ning. org E-l\1aiJ: mep-chairman@mncppc.org
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February 13, 2009

MEMORANDUM

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

To: Montgomery County Planning Board

Via:

From:

Mark Pfefferle, Acting Chief

Environmental Planning Division

Steve Findley, Planner Coordinator

Environmental Planning Division

Subject: Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 10 Year Plan, 2007-2016

Triennial Review

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval to transmit comments to the County Council.

BACKGROUND

Title 9, Subtitle 5 ofthe Environment Article ofthe Annotated Code of Maryland requires that the

County develop a Solid Waste Management Plan for the County. The plan is to cover a ten-year period

and must be updated every 3 years. It must detail the County's solid waste disposal systems, including

solid waste acceptance facilities and systems for collection and disposal of solid waste by public or

private entities.

The Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 10 Year Plan addresses all aspects of solid waste

management in the county, including source reduction, recycling, municipal solid waste collection and

disposal, yard waste, and special waste streams such as construction waste, hazardous waste, and

biosolids from wastewater treatment operations. It prioritizes waste management approaches, placing

the highest priorities on waste reduction, followed by recycling, then incineration with energy recovery.

Landfilling is the last and least preferred approach.

The 10 Year Solid Waste Management Plan was introduced by the County Council on Jan. 27,2009. A

public hearing is scheduled for Feb. 24, 2009 and the work session with the Council's Transportation and

8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 Director's Office: 301.495.45.00 Fax:301.495.1310

www.MontgomeryPlanning.org
100% recycled paper



Environment Committee is scheduled on Mar. 9, 2009. It is anticipated that the Council will adopt the

10 Year Solid Waste Management Plan during the spring.

SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS

Staff had the opportunity to comment on this plan last summer when it was in draft form. The updated

plan contains substantial changes and additions that address staffs comments. We endorse the overall

plan, and believe thafit contributes significantly to environmental quality in Montgomery County.

The plan does propose that the closed Gude Drive landfill be upgraded to allow a yard waste handling

facility to operate on the site, with the intention of shifting yard trim handling operations currently

conducted at the solid waste Transfer Station to the Gude Drive site. This project is included in the

County Executive's CJP. The plan states that "final decisions on site improvements being designed for

relocation of yard waste operations from the Transfer Station to an area at the Gude landfill will be

made during subsequent CIP review of that design."

Waste reduction

Waste reduction is monitored by tracking per capita and per employee waste generation trends. Waste

reduction is promoted through "consumer education and technical assistance using various media,

including development, production and distribution of education and promotional materials, public and

private schools outreach, training and support of [volunteers who assist with recycling and composting

efforts], workshops, demonstrations and seminars... Both national and local data indicate trends toward

increased waste generation." The plan urges that all county agencies strive to model behaviors that

result in reductions in waste generation.

Recycling Goals and Performance

The County has established a goal to "achieve, maintain or exceed 50 percent recycling of municipal

solid waste by the end of Calendar Year 2010." In support of this goal, the County operates the

Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) at the Solid Waste Transfer Station in Derwood, Maryland. Paper is

baled at the MRF for transfer to a private company under contract to the County for paper recycling.

Comingled plastic, metal and glass containers are separated by the MRF for sale to other recycling

companies. Through aggressive education and enforcement of mandatory recycling laws, the County

has achieved a recycling rate of over 43% in Fiscal Year 2007. The plastics recycling program was

expanded significantly in 2008 to include plastic lids, food-grade tubs, jars, pails and buckets.

Yard Waste Recycling

The County encourages grasscycling and backyard composting to reduce the amount of yard waste

reaching the Transfer Station. County yard waste handling is done at two facilities: the Transfer Station

in Derwood and the Yard Waste Composting Facility in Dickerson. Yard trim is delivered to the Transfer

Station by County and private haulers as well as private individuals and landscaping firms. Yard trim

received at the Transfer Station may be ground into mulch for sale; the remainder is transferred to the

Yard Waste Composting Facility where it is composted and bagged for sale. When rail capacity is



available, yard trim is transferred to the Dickerson site by rail, helping to reduce truck traffic. There is a

proposal in the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 10 Year Plan to relocate the yard trim

handling operation currently housed at the Transfer Station to the closed Gude landfill. A final decision

on this will be made as part ofthe review of the County Executive's CIP.

Resource Recovery Facility

Combustible non-recyclable municipal solid waste is collected at the Transfer Station for shipment to the

County's Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) in Dickerson, Maryland. The waste is burned to turn its

captured energy into electricity using steam-driven turbines. In the process, certain resources, such as

heavy metals, are recovered for recycling. The RRF is considered a model for its efficiency and state of

the art pollution-reduction technology. Emissions are continuously monitored to ensure compliance

with State and Federal emissions limits.

Advantages of the RRF include generation of electricity by a method that produces lower emissions than

coal-burning power plants; reduction of methane production normally associated with landfilling

operations (methane is much more potent as a greenhouse gas than C02); resource recovery; and

reduction of landfill requirements. Incineration of municipal solid waste reduces its weight by 70% and

its volume by 90% prior to landfilling, resulting in much more efficient landfill disposal.

The County and their partner Covanta Energy are continually seeking ways to improve the RRF and its

operations. A project currently underway should significantly reduce NOx emissions from the facility.

Use of the rail line for transfer between the Transfer Station and the RRF adds efficiency and reduces

greenhouse gas emissions by reducing the number of truck trips needed to haul municipal solid waste to

the RRF.

While the RRF has many significant advantages for municipal solid waste disposal, it is not perfect. l'Jo

energy generation plant that burns fuel is emission-free. Neighbors in the Dickerson area have reported

problems with odors and stack emissions. Truck traffic into and out ofthe facility and occasional blasts

associated with maintenance disturb the peace of the agricultural reserve. The Dickerson Area Facility

Implementation Group (DAFIG) was created to give neighbors a venue for interacting with County,

Covanta, and Mirant (coal burning power plant located adjacent to the RRF) officials to find ways to

improve operations and reduce impacts on the community.

Landfill

The County has a contract with a commercial landfill in Brunswick, Virginia to landfill ash from the RRF as

well as "bypass" waste (waste that is non-combustible and non-recyclable that bypasses the RRF, MRF

and Yard Waste Composting Facility). Most of the ash from the RRF is transported by rail to a railhead

near the landfill site in Brunswick. The ash travels the remaining distance by truck. Bypass waste is

transported directly to the landfill by truck.



The County maintains 820 acres near Dickerson, Maryland as a potential in-County landfill site in the

event that "economic conditions or changes in the law render out-of-County waste disposal infeasible."

This property, knows as Site 2, is currently leased out fo~ agricultural use.

Special Waste Streams

The Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 10 Year Plan details the collection and disposition of a

variety of special waste materials, including Land Clearing and Construction and Demolition Debris

(C&D), Hazardous Waste, Special Medical Waste, Animal Carcass Waste, Bulky Waste, Wastewater

Treatment Biosolids, and Agricultural Waste. Many of these are hauled out of County for treatment at

specialized processing facilities.

Adequacy of Facility Capacities

A primary concern of staff is that the systems and facilities for collecting, hauling, processing, and/or

disposing of solid waste are adequate to accommodate existing and projected future County

development. The Montgomery County Division of Solid Waste Services uses M-NCPPC projections to

assess the adequacy of these systems and facilities. Their assessment indicates that there is sufficient

capacity in all of these areas for current and projected development.

STAFF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 10 YEAR PLAN AND RESPONSES

Environmental Planning staff was given the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft

Comprehensive Solid Waste Management 10 Year Plan in the summer of 2008. Following are staffs

most substantial comments on the draft, and how the Plan introduced for Public Hearing addresses staff

comments:

Staff Comment #1:

"We recommend an increasing focus on sustainability in this plan, particularly in regard to
monitoring and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. In particular, we encourage refinement of
efforts to model existing and projected greenhouse gas emissions associated with solid waste
management. We would like to recognize work that has been done in this area, and endorse such
efforts as the Resource Recovery Facility that recovers energy from municipal solid waste to
generate electricity, the Materials Recovery Facility that facilitates recycling, and the Yard Trim
Composting Facility that recycles yard waste into beneficial products for gardening and
agriculture. These combined efforts significantly reduce the need to landfill solid waste and
reduce the greenhouse gas emissions that accompany landfill operations."

DEP Response to Comment #1:
The updated Plan has added a new section on Greenhouse Gas and ozone emissions (Section 4.6), and a
new Action Plan item, 5.5.1.12: "The County will develop a complete, solid waste system-wide,
inventory of GHG (greenhouse gas) and ozone-related emissi~ns, and will include net emissions effects
in the consideration of future changes in (the) solid waste management system."



Staff Comment #2:
"Page 5-53, second paragraph (Section 5.3.2) states: "Land clearing and demolition debris
generation is thought to be tied d.irectly to population growth and the resulting need for land
clearing and new construction. As stated in Chapter Three, this category is expected to grow at
the rate of population change with existing and proposed private facilities adequately serving
County needs for the next decade."

Our master and sector plans as well as development review projects indicate that building in the

County is shifting from greenfield development to redevelopment of existing developed areas.

This shift will result in generation of larger amounts of construction and demolition debris. This

study should include strategies for increasing deconstruction of old buildings and the re-use and

recycling of deconstructed building materials. Given reasonable assumptions for re-use and

recycling, confirm the adequacy of existing and proposed private facilities to handle the

resulting volume."

DEP Response to #2:

The updated Plan significantly expands discussion of C&D waste in Sections 4.2.1 and 5.3.2., including an

acknowledgement that the larger proportions of land clearing and demolition waste may shift away

from land clearing debris toward more demolition debris. Section 4.2.1 notes that, although there are

currently multiple destinations for disposal of C&D waste, most are not equipped for recycling the

materials. The section concludes that "the County's hierarchical preference that waste be recycled

rather than disposed dictates a planning direction with respect to C&D management. Specifically, the

County will continue to explore the fiscal and operational feasibility of increased recycling for land

clearing and demolition debris generated from County roadway construction projects. In addition, the

County should endeavor to more closely monitor and encourage private sector C&D recycling activities

and opportunities."

Staff Comment #3:

"In Section 5.2.1.1, item f(4}, "Plan of Action: Transfer Station," the 2004 plan notes the proposed
"evaluation of alternative sites, including a surplus WSSC site on Gude Drive, for the possible
movement of certain discrete waste operations that are presently handled at the Transfer Station
site." An update of this evaluation might be helpful in this plan."

DEP Response to #3:
As noted above, the updated Plan includes discussion of a plan to move yard trim handling operations
from the Transfer Station to the site ofthe closed Gude landfill. The primary reasons are space and
safety considerations at the Transfer Station. At certain times of year, the amount of yard trim coming
into the Transfer Station, combined with the number of people using the Transfer Station, puts people in
uncomfortably close proximity to the tub grinders that grind up the yard trim. In addition, increases in
traffic cause traffic jams at the Transfer Station, resulting in long lines of idling cars and trucks. The Plan
proposes that moving the yard trim operations to the Gude site will increase the safety and efficiency of
both the yard trim and Transfer Station operations. Operations at the Gude site would include drop off
of yard trim and grinding operations, sale and/or distribution of mulch, and loading of truck/rail
containers for shipment to the yard composting facility at Dickerson. Loaded containers would be taken
back to the Transfer Station to be loaded onto rail cars for transport.



Staff Comment #4:
"Has a study been done to determine the effectiveness of the drop-off program for computers,
automotive fluids and batteries, rechargeable batteries, bUilding materials, textiles and tires? In
particular, do we know if there is any problem with these materials being improperly disposed of,
or if we could increase the percentage of these materials collected and properly treated in a cost­
effective manner by increasing opportunities for disposal?"

DEP Response to Comment #4:
The updated Plan includes a discussion of expanded drop-off programs for many of the above items,
including special collections at Park & Ride lots and schools (Section 4.1.2.4). There is also a discussion
of expanded programs to handle "Solid waste with hazardous characteristics" (Section 4.1.6). The
County will monitor the need to continue such programs.

Staff Comment #5:
"Regarding hazardous wastes (Section 5.1.2.5): How does the County address the disposal of
fluorescent light bulbs, including the new ctl bulbs? This question covers both public education
and collection and disposal processes."

DEP Response to Comment #5:
The updated Plan includes a discussion of efc disposal in the section on solid waste with hazardous
characteristics (4.1.6). This section states: "There is a growing use of and interest in CFLs. Some private
retailers such as Home Depot and IKEA stores have begun to offer CFL recycling opportunities at their
stores. These retailers contract CFL collection services with their current hazardous waste collection
company or through designated CFL recycling collection companies and programs. DEP will encourage
this practice, and also will investigate the feasibility of County-sponsored satellite collection centers for
CFLs and fluorescent tubes."

Staff Comment #6:
The Parks Department will monitor parks following increases in tipping fees to make sure that
illegal dumping does not increase. (Statement - no response reqUired)

The remaining comments were editorial in nature, and have been addressed in the update of the plan.



Washington Suburban
Sanitary Commission

14501 Sweitzer Lane

The Honorable Phil Andrews, President
Montgomery County Council
Stella B. Werner Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue
Rockville, :MD 20850

Dear Council President Andrews:

Laurel, Maryland 20707-5902

040542

February 12, 2009

•

COMMISSIONERS
Joyce Starks, Chair

Gene W. Counihan, Vice Chair
Prem P. Agarwal

Hon. Adrienne A. Mandel
Dr. Juanita D. Miller

Dr. Roscoe M. Moore, Jr.

INTERIM
GENERAL MANAGER

Teresa D. Daniell

INTERIM DEPUTY
GENERAL MANAGER

Rudolph S. Chow

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management lOYear Plan for 2007-2016 for Montgomery County. Attached are our COlI'JIlents
for your review. If you should have any further questions, please do not hesitate to call my
office at 301-206-8777.

Sincerely,

~~9J1~
Interim General Manager

Attachment

1'.)
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301-206-WSSC (9772) ·301-206-8000 ·1-800-828-6439 • TTY: 301-206-8345 • www.wsscwater.com



WSSC Comments on the Montgomery County Comprehensive Solid Vlaste
Management 10 Year Plan (2007 - 2016)

~ Page 1-9 & 10; "In addition, WSSC is responsible for the management of
biosolids from wastewater treatment plants in Montgomery County and from the
Blue Plains Wastewater Treatment Facility in the District of Columbia".

WSSC is responsible for biosolids of three of the four wastewater treatment plants
in Montgomery County, but not the Poolesville treatment plant WSSC is
responsibility for approximately 45% of the Blue Plains Wastewater Treatment
Facility biosolids. This is based on WSSC's allocation of capacity at the Blue
Plains Wastewater Treatment Facility. The remainder ofbiosolids is the
responsibility of DC Water and Sewer Authority (WASA).

• Page 1-18, Table 1.2; Summary of Federal Regulations Affecting Solid Waste
Management

Part 503: Standards For The Use Or Disposal Of Sewage Sludge should also be
added.

• Page 2-2; While not related to WSSC, we believe that the statement "Between
1990 and 2000, minorities accounted for 125 percent of the County's population
growth..." is not clear.

Perhaps the intent of this statement was to indicate that the growth rate of
minorities increased 125 percent as compared to the overall growth rate of the
county during the 1990-2000 time period.

• Page 3-17, Table 3.7; The preceding paragraph lists the four WWTP facilities
located in Montgomery County, however the table indicates that all biosolids are
treated at WSSC facilities. WSSC is not responsible for operation of the
Poolesville WWTP.

• Editorial, pages 5-44 and 5-45; Section 5.2.2 is repeated on bot~pages.

• Page 5-45; "Plan of Action: Seneca Wastewater Treatment Plants". This title
should read Plan of Action: Seneca Wastewater Treatment Plant.

2002 was the last full year that the old 5 mgd plant operated.

Seneca plant expansion from 20 mgd to 26 mgd is currently under design.

The sentence "However, the increased efficiency of the sludge dewatering
facilities will improve future land application by reducing the number ofwet tons
of biosolids that will be transported and applied to agricultural land" is somewhat
misleading.

®



Here is a comparison of 2002 and 2008 with the new plant and dewatering facility
in operation:

Year
2002
2008

Final Effluent
Flow (avg mgd)

6.3
15.2

Wet Tons
Hawed
11,124
23,945

Percent
Solids
11.9%
26.4 %

Dry Tons
Hauled
1,324
6,206

Even though the dewatering efficiency did increase significantly, the large flow
increase (plus lime addition) resulted in an overall increase in wet tons hauled.

• Potomac WFP solids are not mentioned in the report. For 2005 - 2007, about
14,000 wet tons per year were hawed from the plant, at ~28% total solids. The
solids were hawed by a contractor and used in blended topsoil and mwch
products.
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Levchenko, Keith

From: Leventhal's Office, Councilmember

Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2009 11 :57 AM

To: Richard Hill

Cc: Levchenko, Keith; Locke, Dan

Subject: RE: Your Proposed use of Site 2 Landfill

Dear Mr. Hill:

Page 1 of2

Thank you for these very helpful comments. I am requesting that they be included in the packet for the
Transportation, Infrastructure, Energy and Environment Committee's March 9 meeting on the Solid Waste
Management Plan.

Best regards,
George Leventhal
Montgomery County Councilmember

From: Richard Hill [mailto:rhill@asis.org]
sent: Fri 2/27/2009 11:16 AM .
To: Floreen's Office, Councilmember; Berliner's Office, Councilmember; Leventhal's Office, Councilmember
Cc: Knapp's Office, Councilmember
Subject: Your Proposed use of Site 2 Landfill

February 26, 2009

Dear Council Members Floreen, Leventhal, and Berliner

(copy of message attached)

I am writing to you on behalf ofthe County's Dickerson Area Facilities Implementation Group (DAFIG) because I was
informed that you requested the Division of Solid Waste Services (DSWS) to respond to a suggestion by Ms. Tillery that
DSWS develop the proposed Site 2 landfill property for receipt ofthe County's yard trim collection and grinding operations
instead of conducting those operations on a portion of the Gude Landfill site, which already was approved for this purpose.
DAFIG is the County's citizen advisory group with oversight offacilities in the Dickerson area including Site 2. Other high
impact facilities located in the Dickerson area within DAFIG's purview include the Resource Recovery Facility where all of
the County's trash is incinerated, and the Yard Trim Composting Facility where all the County's leaves and grass clippings
are dumped for composting. Adjacent to those facilities is one of the largest coal-fired power plants in the state, the Mirant
Power Plant, with a coal ash landfill site adjacent. These high impact, environmentally undesirable land uses occupy over
1000 acres of the County's model Agricultural Reserve.

Consequently, developing Site 2 to accommodate the operations currently being performed at the closed Gude Landfill
appears very problematic to us, both economically and environmentally for the following reasons:
D An access road into the site would have to be prepared which would be costly and require its own environmental
review; Any development of Site 2 would reopen a suspended lawsuit filed by Sugarloaf Citizens Association, which would
be costly to the County both financially and politically.
D Being open and in the middle of the Agricultural Reserve, the land is being actively farmed and supporting the
County's agricultural economic base. Agricultural operations and its economic benefits would cease if the site were
developed
D Utilizing Site 2 would require cancelling, altering, or renegotiating leases on the land, as Site 2 is currently largely
leased for residential and farming purposes
D The site itself would have to be prepared. There are no scales or paved roads now. It is problematic, in our minds,
whether the current permit and other agreements would apply for this use.
D Operations would be occurring atop an EPA-designated Sole Source Aquifer, the only source of drinking water for
Upcounty residents, which makes the threat of contamination unacceptable
D All the materials would have to be moved to the area by truck, whereas now material being brought to the nearby
Resource Recovery Facility and Yard Trim Composting facility arrive primarily by way of rail, which is more efficient and
much safer than trucking material along narrow Upcounty rustic roads.
D It would necessitate trucking materials from all over the county to the least central point, increasing road congestion as @
3/6/2009
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well as costs.
o Materials would have to be trucked again from the grinding area to the compost facility (leaves and grass) or would be
hauled away by the mulch hauler to his site for further processing. This would again necessitate loading and trucking the
materials over roads that are "rustic" and decidedly not built for heavy truck traffic.

The rural/rustic roads around Site 2 are defmed by the County as narrow, low volume roads intended primarily for local use,
as designated by Maryland-National Park and Planning Commission. They often have substandard bases. Any work on a
rustic road right of way has to go through additional permitting from DPS and review by the County's Rustic Roads Advisory
Committee. See link hrtp://permittingservices.montgomerycountymd.gov/dpstmpl.asp?url=/permitting/r/nfrr.asp.

Access to the site would be problematic. Options could include: 1) Rt. 28 to a dangerous turn onto Martinsburg Road. and
then over a designated rustic and historic road that is not built for such traffic; 2) Rt. 28 to a very dangerous turn onto West
Hunter Road; or 3) accessing through downtown Poolesville along Rt. 107 to Wasche Road, another designated rustic road.
None of these options would be acceptable to the communities involved. If Ms. Tillery's number of "tens of thousands of
trucks" is accurate, these cannot safely be routed along any of these roads.

In her testimony to you on behalf of the Gude Landfill Concerned Citizens, Ms. Tillery stressed the County's goal of
minimizing the impact of activities on anyone part of Montgomery County. UPCOUllty has suffered decades of
environmental abuse for the benefit of Downcounty residents and businesses. Another environmentally undesirable land use
is not acceptable. Site 2 is not "another environmentally preferable" site as Ms. Tillery suggests. It is far from that. It is a
very fragile land area that is already stressed to the max by environmentally undesirable land uses.

In short, developing Site 2 to handle the operations currently taking place at the Gude Landfill would be very costly not only
financially, but from an environmental and public health and safety standpoints as well.

The Dickerson area Facilities Implementation Group, whose mission is to provide citizen input and oversight advice to the
County on the environmental and socio-cultural impacts of the County's Dickerson Area facilities, strongly opposes the
notion of developing Site 2 for any purpose other than its current use - farming. Our opposition is not just based on the
location in our neighborhood. but also on the cost implications for the County. Given the current environmental and
economic challenges facing the County, now is not the time to expend scarce revenues on such an endeavor, especially one
that would greatly increase the County's carbon footprint..

Sincerely,

Richard B. Hill
Chair, Dickerson Area Facilities Implementation Group

Cc: Council Member Knapp, Dan Locke, FIG, SCA

Richard B. Hill
Executive Director
American Society for Infonnation Science and Technology
1320 Fenwick Lane, Suite 510
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Fax: (301) 495-0810
Voice: (301) 495-0900

3/6/2009
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE F:NVIRONMENT
1800 Washington Boulevard. Sllit~ 605 • Baltimore ~1[) 21230-1719
410-537-3000 • 1-800-633-6101

\lartin ()"\1allcy
( ;l)\ -: I"\ll)r

,\nthony G. Rnmn
l.icutcnant Go\'crnnr

i\lr. Peter R. Karasik. Section Chief
Montgomery County
Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Solid Waste Services
16101 Frederick Road
Derwood MD 20855

Dear Mr. Karasik:

Fcbruary 26. 2009

Shari I". Wi ISll11
Sccrctar\

Rohert M. SUllllllcrs. Ph.D.
Dcputy SCL:rctary

On January 22. 2009, the Maryland Department of the Environment (the "Department")
recdved a letter from you requesting to relocate Montgomery County's commercial yard
trim/bulky wood processing operation from the Shady Grove Processing Facility and Transfer
Station to the closed Gude Landtill. You state that the Yard Trim Facility will be located on
approximately seven (7) acres of the landfill property located at 600 East Gude Drive. Rockville,
Maryland.

The Department has reviewed the proposal and has the following comments. The
proposal does not address the integrity of the existing landfill soil cover and its ability to
withstand subsequent damage from the operation of the Yard Trim Facility, nor does the
proposal evaluate if the operation will result in increased percolation of rainwater into the waste
thereby increasing the generation of leachate moving through the unlined landfill. In order for
the Department to consider your proposal. you must submit the following items for the
Department's review and approval:

1. :Vlcasurcs to be taken to prevent or control ground and surface water pollution from
thc proposed operation. The Yard Trim Facility must be designed so lhat the
proposed operation \\-ill not increase inliltration or water into the land1il!.

,\n engineering annl~sis e\aluuting thL' elTeds urlhe proposed Yard Trim Facility Oil

the closl.:d landtill. TilL' Jl.:monstratioll must indude stabilit~ anal~sL's shlm;ng. that
the opL'ration orlhe Yard Trim Fadlity \\ ill not damag.e the ullLkrl~ ing soil C(l\L'r or
negathd~ arleet the ahilit:- orthe w\er to SL'ne as a base capahlc or pfln idinl,!
supl'nrl to lhe:-ard \\asle L1di\ it:-. and that lhL' soilcl!\L'r·s inlL'gril: \\ould Illlt hL'
compromised h:- equipment use during the :arJ \\asle pperation.

";:~'.' ~- .•,:.:.",~. ':'.;,':"~." .... ~;'!<,:":;~~.::''''':;' ,I. "'-', ,If:'.- -··.·i'::~··'~-,,~_~) ~·l·:· """.~'

., I~cc"'k'" 1'.'1"" \\ \\ \\ .11Idc.:-lak.l\ld.lIS..
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Mr. Peter R. Karasik
Page Two

3. An evaluation of any potential impact from the proposed operation on the landfili gas
control system at the landfill. Please include provisions for managing and venting M
any gases that may fonn in proposed structures and measures to be taken for fire "
control for all auxiliary support facilities.

4. The proposed yard waste operation may require approval from the local soil l
conservation district prior to the start of construction of the proposed activity. PleaSe
submit to the Department an approved and certified Sediment and Erosion Control I'
and Stormwater Management Plan for the proposed facility. I~

-- , As y~u are aware', the Depart~enthas sent a letter ~dvisingtlieCounty to"deterniine
M

tli~ --,- -~..­
nature and extent of groundwater and surface water contamination on the site and submit a 11'
remedial action plan addressing the contamination. Please note, the course of action that the ~!

County decides to take to address the contamination may interfere with the plans for relocatiori
of the Yard Trim Facility at Gude Landfill. ,I

If you have any questions concerning the comments addressed in this letter, please call
Mr. Kassa Kebede, Head of the Construction & Maintenance Section, at (410) 537-3318.

Sincerely,

Martha Hynson, Chief
Landfill Operations Division

MH:KK:sm

_·cc: - Mr. Horacio,:r:ablada ..
Mr. Michael Richardson

-..- - __~ _ ~ ....... __. -:-~Z-



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION

Isiah Leggett
County Executive

MEMORANDUM

September 6, 2007

TO: The Honorable Nancy Floreen, Chair
County Council Transportation and Environment Committee

FROM: Arthur Holmes, Jr.,Director~~'
Department of Public Works and Transportation

Arthur Holmes, Jr.
Director

SUBJECT: Transmittal of Report on Plastic Shopping Bags in the Solid Waste Stream

Please find attached a report on the status and use of plastic shopping bags in
Montgomery County as requested by the Transportation and Environment (T&E) Committee at
the July 12, 2007 quarterly review.

This report addresses the issues raised by the Committee regarding the use of
plastic and paper shopping bags in the County.

If you have any questions regarding the report, please contact Eileen Kao at 240­
777-6406. Thank you.

AH:ap

Attachment

cc: Keith Levchenko, Senior Legislative Analyst, County Council ./
Daniel E. Locke, Chief, Division of Solid Waste Services
Eileen Kao, Section Chief, Division of Solid Waste Services

Division of Solid Waste Services

101 Monroe Street, 6th Floor' Rockville, Maryland 20850 • 240-777-6400 • 240-777-6465 FAX
www.montgomerycountymd.gov • Located one block west ofthe Rockville Metro Station

't.~ Printed on reC)'cled and rec)'c/ab/.e paper



Plastic Bags

Plastic Bags as a Part of the Waste Stream

Plastic bags serve a number of purposes, and at times are really necessary. According to
the American Chemistry Council, plastic grocery bags are lighter and create up to 80
percent less waste by volume than paper grocery bags. Plastic grocery bags have also
gone through the process of light-weighting over time. Plastic bags were 2.3 mils
(thousands of an inch) thick in 1976, and were reduced down to 1.75 mils by 1984. In
1989, new technology gave us the same strength and durability in a plastic bag that is
only 0.7 mil thick. Plastics are typically lighter than many alternative packaging
materials, and have consistently reduced the weight of truck payloads and allowed
companies to ship more product in fewer trucks. For example, more than 2.8 million
plastic grocery bags can be delivered in one truck. The same truck can hold a
substantially lesser number of paper grocery bags.

Overall, plastic film including plastic shopping bags, are only a small percentage,
approximately 4%, of the waste stream in Montgomery County. In FY06, 49,471 tons of
film plastic was generated. Of this amount, 440 tons of film plastic and plastic shopping
bags were recycled.

Reusable Bags as an Alternative to Either Plastic or Paper

The Division's top priority in the waste management hierarchy is Waste Reduction. In
our education efforts, we encourage people when they're shopping to request bags only
when needed. We encourage people to have their purchases placed in bags only if they
need to. We educate people on the waste reduction benefits of bringing their own
reusable bags made from cloth, bringing paper or plastic bags to reuse again, and to add
individual small purchase items to the same bag that they've already gotten with an
earlier purchase during a shopping trip. We also spread awareness that some stores here
in the County offer people discounts if they bring their own paper or plastic bags from
home to reuse, or if they purchase and use reusable canvas bags.

We educate people that if they use either paper or plastic bags, that after they reuse the
bags they have over and over until they are tom or shredded, then we ask people to
recycle them. Paper bags can be recycled in the County's mixed paper recycling
program. Plastic bags can be recycled by taking them back to the grocery stores.
Virtually all of the major grocery stores operating in the County and that use plastic bags
as, an option have programs to take back plastic bags from customers for recycling.

During July and August 2007, Division staff conducted a survey of all of the major
grocery retailers in the County. Findings are detailed below in Table A, including
whether the store provides plastic bag recycling services for their customers, and if so the
name of the vendor/processor that recycles the plastic; whether the store sells reusable
bags; and if they provide customers with incentives to use reusable bags.

The good news is that there is a market now for the recycling of plastic bags. Plastic
bags are recycled into a number of different end uses. Many of the film bags are recycled
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into composite plastic lumber or siding. Other plastic films and bags are reprocessed into
small pellets, which are then sold to make new films and various injection molded
products.

Interestingly, IKEA just started (on March 15,2007) charging customers for each plastic
bag they take away purchased items in. This will almost certainly make an impact on
consumers. In some other countries, stores have practiced this for some time. It
encourages people to think about whether they really need a bag for their purchase or
not. For those customers that are more aware of the environment, it sets the default
option to waste reduction. For customers that aren't as aware of the environment, the
cost factor also makes them think twice about taking a bag even if they don't need it.
Either way, it makes people think about what they use. Of course, this concept relies on
the willingness of a retailer to charge for plastic bags, and it would economically impact
consumers.

Table A. July-August 2007 Survey of Grocery Retailers in Montgomery County

One time give away of
reusable bags when they

Bloom Yes o ened the store. Yes Trex
Bottom Dollar Yes No Yes Trex

Yes; Discount $.03 cents
off per bag; also sends its
members coupons to
obtain free reusable

Giant Food Yes ba s. Yes Trex
Harris Teeter Yes No Yes Trex

Yes; Bag credit of $.03
Ma ruder's Yes cents. Yes Trex

Yes; $.05 cents off if
customers bring any
plastic or paper bag; FPC Distribution in
$0.10 cents off if they Elkridge; This
bring a canvas or cloth company sells the

M Or anic Market Yes ba . Yes ba s to Trex
Safeway No No Yes Trex

Back-hauls to
warehouse in
Lanham; unable to

Shoppers Food determine processor
Warehouse No No Yes at this time

Yes; Customers entered No, they use more
into a raffle for a $25 gift paper bags than plastic

Trader Joes' Yes card. ba s N/A
Yes; $.03 cents off per

Weis Markets Yes ba used. Yes Trex

Yes; $.05 cents off for
Whole Foods Yes each reusable ba used. Yes
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EmissionslEnvironmental Effects of Plastic Bags at the Resource Recovery Facility

With respect to regulated emissions, there is no creditable basis for concluding that the
presence of film plastics within the composition of waste combusted at the Resource
Recovery Facility (RRF) causes increased emission of regulated air pollutants.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Film plastics, including plastic shopping bags, comprise of approximately 4 percent (by
weight) of the total solid waste stream generated in the County. Furthennore, viable
recycling markets currently exist for the recycling of plastic film bags. As listed in the
table above, the majority of grocery food stores in the County have implemented
recycling programs for plastic film bags for their customers to participate in. In addition,
to encourage the use of reusable bags, there are monetary incentives provided by the
private sector to encourage the public to use reusable bags, as opposed to requesting
"paper or plastic".

If handled properly, plastic bags can be beneficial and useful. Plastic bags can be used
multiple times for other uses and contribute to the County's overall waste reduction
effort, by reducing the amount of weight of packaging that is generated and must
ultimately be recycled or disposed. However, the major problems arise when plastic bags
are not properly recycled or disposed of due to littering. Banning the use of plastic bags
in Montgomery County may not have the overall desired effect of reducing littering.

At this time, based upon the research, the Division of Solid Waste Services does not
recommend a ban on the distribution or use of plastic bags in Montgomery County.
Rather, the Division supports following the County's solid waste management hierarchy
as stated in the 10-Year Solid Waste Plan and focus targeted educational and outreach
efforts on waste reduction.

The Division already promotes and will continue to encourage the use of reusable cloth
bags as an alternative to paper or plastic bags to residents. The private sector should also
continue to encourage and provide monetary incentives to their customers to foster the
use of reusable bags. In addition, the private sector may begin using monetary
disincentives by charging extra for the choice to use plastic bags, as has already been the
case with Ikea.

However, ultimately, the choice between using paper, plastic or reusable cloth bags
should be left to the general public. It is a personal preference and as long as the bag,
whichever type is selected, is properly recycled and/or disposed, should continue to be
left to the residents to decide which bag to use. Staff from the Division of Solid Waste
Services are available to discuss the contents and recommendations of this report.
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