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SUBJECT   

Executive’s response to a proviso in the 2015-2016 County Budget proposing a Resource Recovery Initiative, involving sorting out selected recyclable materials from deposited waste piles at transfer stations for diversion to recyclables markets.

SUMMARY

The Executive has transmitted a report entitled “Transfer Station Resource Recovery Report”, in response to Proviso P2, Section 105, Ordinance 17941. The Proviso required, among other elements, recommendations for funding alternatives to support a proposed Resource Recovery initiative that would place transfer station staff on the working floor of selected transfer stations, to pull out selected recyclables from deposited waste piles, for diversion to recyclables markets. The Proviso withheld the proposed $1,755,617 biennial expenditure required to undertake the initiative, until the report is transmitted and the Council approves an accompanying motion.  The Report, as transmitted, provides the required program description and discussion of cost and effectiveness; potential funding alternatives are identified, although specific recommendations are deferred until completion of the anticipated solid waste rate study, expected July 2016. Motion 2015-0241 would approve the Report and release the withheld funding.    

BACKGROUND

The Executive’s Proposed 2015-2016 Budget included funding for a Resource Recovery program, intended to recover recyclable materials from mixed municipal solid waste delivered to selected county transfer stations.  The program, based on a pilot at the Shoreline Transfer and Recycling Station in 2014, would place transfer station staff on the working floor of the transfer station, to sort certain categories of recyclable materials—wood, metals, and cardboard--from waste deposits.  Recovered materials would be directed to the appropriate recyclables markets, with revenue to be used to offset program costs.  Anticipated biennial costs were $1,755,617; expected revenue was projected at $943,640 for the biennium.

Upon review of this proposal, Councilmembers noted that, according to agency documents, some sectors of the community of waste generators tend to demonstrate recycling levels that are significantly less than average recycling rates.  In particular, self-haulers, who deliver waste materials directly to transfer stations, appear to have lower recycling rates.   

The Council included a proviso in the approved budget which withheld expenditure of the $1,755,617 program funding, pending completion of a report to Council, and Council passage of a motion approving the report.  The Report was to provide: 
· A program description; 
· An analysis of program benefits, including program costs and effectiveness at achieving adopted waste reduction goals; 
· Recommendations for funding alternatives, including a surcharge for commingled self-haul loads entering transfer stations, with the goal that program costs should be fully offset by program revenues.  

The Executive has transmitted the required report, entitled “Transfer Station Resource Recovery Report”, dated June 2015, as an attachment to Proposed Motion 2015-0241.  The Report appears to include most of the elements required by the proviso, although it defers making actual recommendations, among potential funding alternatives, until completion of a solid waste rate study, scheduled for July 2016.

Report Organization

The Report is structured according to a number of key themes, as follows: 
· Seventy-eight percent of materials disposed at transfer stations could be recycled;
· Resource Recovery will double the amount of recycling at transfer stations at a fraction of current recycling costs;
· Transfer Station design makes resource recovery feasible and retains private sector participation in processing materials;
· Shoreline resource recovery pilot increases recycling by 250%;
· New revenue from recycled materials covers more than half the costs of the resource recovery program;
· Greenhouse Gas reductions due to the resource recovery program are equivalent to taking 9,700 cars off the road;
· Surcharge alternatives to support resource recovery program.

Report Key Elements  

The Report describes the need for the resource recovery initiative, noting that 78 percent of the 809,165 tons of waste disposed at the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill is potentially recyclable, according to recent waste characterization studies. This includes significant amounts of wood, metal and cardboard disposed at the Bow Lake, Enumclaw and Shoreline Recycling and Transfer Stations. The Division estimates that an additional 10,000 tons would be recovered annually through this program.   

The Report also notes the relatively modest recycling increase that is projected to result from this initiative. The increase in the overall county recycling rate from the program would be 0.6%.   

The Report notes that the flat-floor design of the newer or more recent transfer stations—Shoreline, Enumclaw, and Bow Lake—allows greater flexibility for initiatives that involve sorting of mixed waste after delivery to transfer stations. Processes at older stations channel waste directly into agency trailers for hauling to the landfill.  

The transfer station staff at the Shoreline station during the Shoreline pilot (April 2014-March 2015) were involved with sorting recyclables from deposited waste; they also, however, directed self haulers to metals bins to deposit metals. This provided both an educational function and a sorting function.  

The Report revises the recommended expenditure level from the $1,755,617 and 9 FTEs proposed in the 2015-2016 budget, through a reduction in the number of truck driver positions by one, for a biennial expenditure reduced by $197,290, to $1,558,327.  Anticipated program revenue from the sale of recyclables is $892,371, for net biennial program costs of $665,956.  

Table 1. Proposed Resource Recovery Initiative Costs
	Item
	Cost

	Staffing cost in 2015/2016 Biennial Budget: 9FTE (7 transfer station staff, 2 truck drivers)
	$1,755,617

	Savings from reducing 1 Truck Driver position
	($197,290)

	Net Staffing cost in Biennial Budget: 8 FTE (7 transfer station staff, 1 truck driver)
	$1,558,327

	Revenue from additional cardboard and metal
	 ($892,371)

	Net additional cost over two years
	 $ 665,956



ANALYSIS
  
The proposed Resource Recovery initiative is part of an overall undertaking by the federated solid waste system to increase the rate of recycling to 70% of waste tonnage; it is currently at about 53%. The completion of new transfer stations, with flat floor design, offers the opportunity for the region to try different approaches for recovering materials from waste deliveries. The Division has demonstrated strong leadership in highlighting opportunities to address the regional priority of increasing rates of recycling and waste recovery. In addition to this initiative, the Division is leading the effort by participating cities to define a path to achieve recycling targets.  

Anticipated Volumes Recovered

The total volume of waste to be recovered annually through this initiative—about 10,000 tons—is a very modest portion of the waste volumes directed to Cedar Hills through transfer stations—about 806,000 tons in 2013. That volume will increase only 0.6% through this initiative—to 53.6%.  

Waste Streams

It is useful to note the primary streams of waste contributing to the overall waste volume directed to Cedar Hills. Wastes collected from the curbside are currently subject to presorting, at some level; homeowners and businesses use waste bins that separate recyclables, organics (yard waste/food waste) and garbage. That represents about 80%, by volume, of the waste delivered to transfer stations. Self-haulers deliver the remaining 20%.  Self haulers vary in the level and intensity of pre-sorting their loads, or in pulling out recyclables at the transfer station; agency estimates are that self-haul loads are significantly less sorted—about 4.3%--than loads from residences and businesses—over 50%—and these self haul loads would be, theoretically, richer in recoverable resources. Procedures at transfer stations do not currently separate recoverable-rich self haul waste tonnage from pre-sorted waste tonnage—limiting the option to sort through segregated, smaller self-haul volumes as a primary focus. This assumes that Division representations of the relative recycling participation rates between self-haulers and residential/business generators are accurate. The Report does note that self-haul loads are composed of bulkier materials than other loads; it is not clear whether these bulkier materials, which might include materials with larger metal and wood components, are less or more recyclable than other materials. 

Most cities build costs associated with recycling into solid waste rates paid by residents and businesses; those costs are not currently built into fees paid by self haulers. At some level, as a result, residential customers are both paying rates reflecting recycling costs while recycling at higher rates; self-haulers, meanwhile, are paying rates that don’t reflect recycling costs—or substantially less recycling costs, and recycling at substantially lower rates.  

Funding Alternatives

The budget proviso requested identification of funding alternatives, including a surcharge for commingled self haul loads entering transfer stations. The Report identifies a number of alternative variations to a self-haul surcharge, summarized in the table below:  



Table 2. Alternative Variations to Self-Haul Surcharge
	Alternative
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Impact

	$1.55/transaction = charge all self-haul customers at Bow Lake, Enumclaw, Shoreline. 
	$342,972/221,052 (2013 self-haul transactions at these three stations)

	$1.30/transaction = charge all commercial and self-haul customers at Bow Lake, Enumclaw, Shoreline (because some/large portion of materials recovered come from commercial customers). 
	$342,972/264,035 (2013 commercial and self-haul transactions at these three stations)

	$0.57/transaction = charge all self-haul customers at all transfer stations and drop boxes. 
	$342,972/601,166 (2013 system wide self-haul transactions)

	$0.48/transaction = charge all commercial and self-haul customers at all transfer stations and drop boxes. 
	$342,972/707,255 (2013 system wide commercial & self-haul transactions)



The Report also notes that a per-ton surcharge, or a surcharge applied to customers with unsorted loads, could be instituted, but that both of these would involve administrative complexities.  

While there can be administrative challenges associated with a surcharge directed at those self-haulers who do not sort their loads, the proviso specifically referenced this generator population, in addressing “a surcharge for commingled self-haul loads entering transfer stations.”  The Council noted that single family residential generators are recycling at about 55%, while self haulers are recycling at 4.3%, according to Division estimates.  If self haulers generate about 214,654 tons annually—as indicated in the Report--, and if their recycling rate could be brought up to 30%--still short of the residential and business recycling rate—then an additional 64,000 tons of waste could be recycled—significantly more than this initiative is anticipated to generate.  

The Division notes that it is conducting a rate study in 2016 to determine if a tip fee increase would be needed, beginning in 2017. The Report notes that the alternatives identified are for illustrative purposes only, and indicates that it will include consideration of surcharge options in its upcoming rate study, for recommendation upon completion of that study. The study is anticipated in July 2016.  

Wood Wastes/Carbon Emissions

The Report notes that burying the clean wood portion of the waste stream at Cedar Hills actually represents a net positive contribution to controlling greenhouse gas emissions, by sequestering carbon that would otherwise be emitted through recycling of wood wastes.  Separately, the Report notes that marketing of wood wastes is not expected to generate any revenue; however, the initiative includes expenses for truck drivers, tied to hauling wood wastes from participating transfer stations to Cedar Grove organics recycling.  The Report notes that wood is expected to represent the largest tonnage share of additional diverted resource.  This mix of conditions suggests the need for a fuller discussion of issues associated with including wood wastes among the diverted resource mix; that is, is there a net benefit to such diversion, considering the space saved at Cedar Hills from wood recycling, against the emissions contribution and recycling costs of recycled wood material? Could a smaller transfer station staff effort, focused on a more narrow range of recyclables—cardboard and metals—be more cost effective, recognizing that wood returns no revenue, and its diversion requires both transfer station staff effort and truck driver staff?  It may be reasonable for the Council to seek a fuller analytical review of these issues prior to approving the proposed inclusion of wood wastes among the recyclables diverted.  

Strategic Planning for Recycling:  Division Leadership

The Division is, laudably, leading current planning discussions in pursuit of the 70% recycling goal.  It has identified a range of options for both city and county jurisdictions—which the Metropolitan Solid Waste Advisory Committee is currently reviewing.  Some of these options may have county costs associated with them; some of them may, additionally, achieve a greater diversion rate than the 0.6% associated with the current proposed undertaking.  The planning process, tied to the development of the Solid Waste Comprehensive Plan, will involve city consideration of which initiatives the participant cities will support; the Council may also be asked to support initiatives for the unincorporated area. The initiatives range from the modest to the aggressive, with potentially corresponding levels of waste diversion. The Council may want to consider the current proposal in the context of the range of alternatives associated with these planning discussions—that is, assuming expenditure of $665,956 per biennium in pursuit of increased waste diversion and recycling, is the Resource Recovery initiative the most cost-effective approach, or might other identified strategies provide a greater return?

Council Options

The issues outlined above provide the context for a Council decision on approval of Proposed Motion 2015-0241, which would release funding to support the proposed Resource Recovery initiative.  In that light, the Council may consider several options in addressing Proposed Motion 2015-0241:

1) Approve the motion, as recommended by the Executive, and release the withheld funding;
2) Delay action pending completion of the 2017-2018 rate study; and note, in that study, 1) whether there is a recommendation to pay for the initiative; and 2) whether the recommendation conveys an incentive to self-haulers to increase their recycling rate;
3) Direct staff to prepare an alternative that would provide for a further Executive analysis of issues raised by this Report.   Those issues would include:
· Would focusing resource recovery efforts on the resource-rich part of the waste stream associated with self-haulers produce a greater return on investment?
· Are there ways to balance support for recycling services more evenly between waste generating sectors?
· Should clean wood be among the recyclable materials diverted through this effort?
· Should the proposed Resource Recovery initiative be considered in the context of the recycling and waste diversion planning effort led by the Solid Waste Division?
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1. Motion 2015-0241
2. Transfer Station Resource Recovery Report
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1. Pat McLaughlin, Director, Solid Waste Division, Department of Natural Resources and Parks
2. Jeff Gaisford, Recycling and Environmental Services Manager, Solid Waste Division, Department of Natural Resources and Parks
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