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Responses to Council Questions on 2017-2018 Rate Proposal 

Question #1:	Please provide position-by-position description of the roles of each of the new proposed FTE and TLT
	
Response: 	The following FTE and TLT are requested in the Agency Proposed budget for 2017-2018, upon which the rate request is based. The Executive is still developing his final budget proposal, so some of this information could change.

Table 1: Description of 2017-2018 FTE/TLT requests
	Series Specification
	FTE
	TLT
	Role

	Positions Requested Due to Forecast Tonnage Increase
(from 833,900 in 2016 to 855,259 in 2018)

	Scale Operator
	1.00
	
	Customer Weigh-In/Weigh-Out and payment tendering

	Truck Driver III
	4.00
	
	Haul refuse from transfer stations to the Cedar Hills landfill

	Equipment Operator
	0.25
	
	Upgrade a 0.75 FTE position to 1.00 FTE for refuse compaction, daily cover, and other landfill functions.

	Transfer Station Operator
	2.00
	
	Staff support for managing refuse at transfer stations. These positions (1 per shift) are specific to supporting the new compactors at the Factoria Recycling and Transfer Station.

	Positions Requested to Reinforce Reliable Service

	Engineer 1
	1.00
	
	Facilitate compliance with new storm water regulations

	Capital Project Manager 2 (CIP)
	
	1.00
	Manage three new capital projects proposed in the 2017-2018 budget (Harbor Island dock removal, CHRLF flare station, CHRLF pump station). The cost of this TLT is paid by the CIP projects receiving the benefit.

	Engineer 2 (closed landfills)
	
	1.00
	Manage three new capital projects proposed in the 2017-2018 budget for closed landfill work (Duvall, Puyallup / Kit Corner, Houghton). The cost of this TLT is paid by the CIP projects receiving the benefit.

	Positions Requested for the Demand Management Pilot

	Transfer Station Operators
	
	6.00
	Staff support for extended hours at the transfer stations and customer unloading assistance.

	Truck Driver III
	
	2.00
	Haul refuse from transfer stations to the Cedar Hills landfill

	Scale Operator
	
	2.00
	Customer Weigh-In/Weigh-Out and payment tendering

	Positions Requested to Position SWD for the Future

	Business Planner
	1.00
	
	Help the division plan for future opportunities in waste prevention, disposal, and resource recovery.

	Employee Engagement
	1.00
	
	This position would provide support for the solid waste advisory committees, which are required by state law and County code.  The position would also support employee engagement through communications support, training coordination, and coordinating activity between SWD’s 10 primary work sites.  

	Reduction In Force
	-1.00
	
	The division proposes to shed a position from King Street Center (no impact to the moving of refuse) and absorb this employee’s work into other positions in the division as an efficiency.

	TOTALS
	9.25
	12.00
	




Question #2:	How many persons (TSOs and SOs) were needed to staff the prior Factoria transfer station?  How many are anticipated to staff the new FRTS?

Response:	The old Factoria transfer station required 2 scale operators and 10 transfer station operators.  The staffing requirements for the new Factoria Recycling and Transfer Station includes 2 scale operators and 14 transfer station operators due to a larger facility footprint, additional equipment to operate and the upcoming expansion of recycling services.  

Question #3:	How many new staff are dedicated to “expanded recycling services?  Is it correct to say that these are resource recovery staff?  Where will they be deployed?

Response:	No new FTEs/TLTs are included in the 2017/2018 rate proposal for resource recovery efforts at the County transfer stations.  

Question #4:	What is the amount that you need to collect before Cedar Hills closure to support 30 years maintenance/monitoring?  Please provide anticipated schedule describing how much per year you anticipate collecting to achieve necessary funding amount, assuming a 2027 closure date; and separately, assuming a 2040 closure date.

Response:	Under the current site development plan, a total of $259.7M in 2016 dollars would need to be collected to support 30 years of maintenance/monitoring based on a Cedar Hills closure date of 2027.  This cost estimate includes expenditures for new area development to provide capacity through 2027, facility improvements, closure of currently active cells, and post-closure maintenance for thirty years. 

If Council were to consider developing another landfill cell beyond the current site development plan to expand capacity to 2040, the cost estimate for all activities is $501.3M in 2016 dollars.  The estimate includes the development of Area 9 which adds more than 14 million tons of capacity to Cedar Hills above the current site development plan.  This option also includes necessary facility improvements, closure of active cells, and post-closure maintenance through 2070.

The contribution schedule to meet these obligations is detailed in Table 2.  The annual contribution rates include inflation and interest earnings factors.  In general, the inflation-adjusted average contribution rate for the 2040 scenario ($23.68/ton) is slightly higher than the 2027 scenario ($20.60/ton).  While the landfill contribution rates are slightly less in the 2027 scenario compared to the 2040 scenario, the 2027 scenario is more costly to the division’s overall operating budget because the County would transition to waste export following the closure of Cedar Hills.  Waste export is estimated to cost more than expanding capacity at Cedar Hills though 2040. 
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	Scenario
	2027 Closure
	2040 Closure

	Projected Cost Estimate 
(in 2016 dollars)
	$259.7 M
	$501.3 M

	Projected Cost Estimate per Ton
	$23.26 per ton
	$19.70 per ton

	

	Annual Contributions to Reserve Fund
	Tons
	Contribution Rate per Ton
	Annual Contribution
$ in millions
	Tons
	Contribution Rate per Ton
	Annual Contribution
$ in millions

	Current Fund Balance
	
	
	$41.17
	
	
	$41.17

	2016
	864,100
	$16.76
	$14.48
	864,100
	$16.76
	$14.48

	2017
	837,467
	$18.00
	$15.07
	837,467
	$17.11
	$14.33

	2018
	838,759
	$18.49
	$15.51
	838,759
	$17.58
	$14.74

	2019
	861,700
	$18.99
	$16.36
	861,700
	$18.05
	$15.56

	2020
	900,440
	$19.56
	$17.61
	900,440
	$18.60
	$16.75

	2021
	931,737
	$20.16
	$18.78
	931,737
	$19.17
	$17.86

	2022
	964,275
	$20.77
	$20.03
	964,275
	$19.75
	$19.04

	2023
	993,079
	$21.39
	$21.24
	993,079
	$20.34
	$20.20

	2024
	1,021,137
	$22.02
	$22.49
	1,021,137
	$20.94
	$21.38

	2025
	1,046,527
	$22.67
	$23.72
	1,046,527
	$21.55
	$22.55

	2026
	1,067,236
	$23.23
	$24.79
	1,067,236
	$22.09
	$23.57

	2027
	834,698
	$23.81
	$19.88
	1,088,391
	$22.64
	$24.64

	2028
	After closure of Cedar Hills, solid waste would be exported from County at higher cost than expanding capacity at Cedar Hills through 2040.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Waste export costs are not shown in this table because they would be incorporated into the division’s operating budget instead of the Landfill Reserve Fund.  A preliminary estimate for waste export costs in 2028 is $60 per ton, which is based on the City of Seattle’s current waste export cost increased annually by inflation.  ] 

	1,104,594
	$23.21
	$25.63

	2029
	
	1,093,134
	$23.79
	$26.00

	2030
	
	1,062,820
	$24.38
	$25.91

	2031
	
	1,076,669
	$24.99
	$26.91

	2032
	
	1,098,621
	$25.62
	$28.14

	2033
	
	1,115,291
	$26.26
	$29.28

	2034
	
	1,132,104
	$26.91
	$30.47

	2035
	
	1,149,103
	$27.59
	$31.70

	2036
	
	1,166,389
	$28.27
	$32.98

	2037
	
	1,183,962
	$28.98
	$34.31

	2038
	
	1,201,821
	$29.71
	$35.70

	2039
	
	1,219,924
	$30.45
	$37.15

	2040
	
	431,950
	$31.21
	$13.48

	Total
	11,161,155
	$20.60
	$271.14
	25,451,233
	$23.68
	$643.95


         

Question #5:	How many drivers transporting waste from transfer stations to Cedar Hills do you currently have?  How many will you have under this rate proposal, for 2017 and 2018?  How many loads from transfer stations to Cedar Hills do you project for 2016, 2017 and 2018?

Response:	The FY 2015/2016 Adopted Budget for the Solid Waste Division includes 65 truck driver positions (61 FTE and 4 TLT).  Under the proposed rate for 2017/18 this number would increase to 69.  Two drivers are proposed to support increased tonnage and two drivers to support the demand management pilot.  The truck driver positions for the current biennium are based on approximately 36,400 loads of solid waste and yard waste being transported to the landfill and to Cedar Grove respectively in 2016.    Higher than forecasted tonnage in 2016 required the division to exceed overtime and related expenditures – estimated to exceed 2016 budgeted levels by $5.2 million.[footnoteRef:2]  The division estimates 2017-2018 loads to exceed 2015-2016 budgeted loads and, as a result, is recommending to add 2 additional driver positions which is approximately $43,000 less costly than relying on overtime to transport the material (see Figure 1).  [2:  Based on year-end estimates for regular and overtime salaries, pay differential, payroll taxes, loaned out labor, retirement, and the vacancy rate factor for the division’s operations section.] 

	
[bookmark: _Ref460592496]Figure 1: Growth in Solid Waste/Yard Waste Loads, 2015-2018



Question #6: 	What is your total transfer station staffing currently?  What will it be for 2017/2018?  How many of those are resource recovery staff?

Response:	The FY 2015/2016 Adopted Budget for the Solid Waste Division includes 106 positions (91 FTE and 15 TLT) assigned to the transfer stations.  The 2017/2018 rate proposal includes an additional 6 regular positions and 8 TLT positions at the transfer stations.  The 2017/2018 rate proposal does not include additional resource recovery positions at the transfer stations.

Question #7:	Please provide the amount spent on fuel system wide annually from 2012 to the present, and the amount expected to be spent in 2017 and 2018.

Response:	Fuel expenditures are summarized below from 2012-2015 (actual), 2016 (estimated), and 2017-2018 (Agency Proposed budget, subject to change).  The County’s Office of Economic and Financial Analysis (OEFA) is projecting a 12% increase and 9% increase in fuel pricing in 2017 and 2018 respectively.

Table 3: 2012 - 2018 Fuel Expenditures
	Year
	Gasoline
	Diesel
	CNG & LPG 

	2012
	$107,244
	$3,201,220
	$14,784

	2013
	$108,286
	$3,010,562
	$46,103

	2014
	$99,061
	$3,050,373
	$24,975

	2015
	$87,410
	$2,035,958
	$10,135

	2016 (est.)
	$88,000
	$1,725,000
	$35,000

	2017 (proj.)
	$112,875
	$2,118,351
	$18,750

	2018 (proj.)
	$112,875
	$2,193,123
	$18,750




Question #8:	Compactors result in fewer trips for long haul trucks/trailers.  Please show how many months it would take to accumulate the numbers of miles in the lifetime of a truck trailer combination prior to the installation of compactors at Bow Lake and Factoria; compared to the numbers of months it would take to accumulate the same number of miles after the installation of compactors at Bow Lake and Factoria.

Response:	Using compactors at the Bow Lake and Factoria Recycling and Transfer stations is projected in 2017 to reduce annual tractor miles by 121,000 and 24,000 miles respectively (see Table 4).  The average tractor travels approximately 35,000 miles per year.  As a result, the combined effect of the compactors at the two stations is projected to reduce the transportation work to the equivalent of four tractor-years.     

While the compactors at the two stations have improved operational efficiency, increasing solid waste and yard waste tonnages have resulted in a net increase in the number of budgeted loads being transported from the transfer stations since 2015 (see Error! Reference source not found.). 
 		
[bookmark: _Ref460342161]Table 4: Impact of Compactors on Trailer Loads at Bow Lake and Factoria stations
	
	Bow Lake
Recycling & Transfer Station
	Factoria
Recycling & Transfer Station

	
	With Compactors
	No
Compactors
	Variance
	With Compactors
	No
Compactors
	Variance

	2017 Projected Tons 
	244,459
	244,459
	0
	122,230
	122,230
	0

	Average Payload
	25.3
	18.2
	7.1
	23.8
	20.8
	3.0

	Annual Trailer Loads
	9,657
	13,429
	-3,772
	5,133
	5,877
	-744

	Roundtrip Miles to Cedar Hills Landfill
	32
	32
	0
	32
	32
	0

	Annual Vehicle Miles 
	310,955
	432,414
	-121,458
	166,309
	190,415
	-24,106




Question #9:	Please provide a debt payment schedule under three scenario assumptions:
1. No extended ILAs—requiring debt repayment by 2028 (I think we have to assume no NE project, recognizing that, under the best conditions, there’s no time to construct it/repay debt)
2. ILAs extended thru 2040, with a NE project
3. ILAs extended thru 2040, with no NE project

I’m trying to demonstrate the impact of 1) extending the debt repayment to 2040 on annual debt payments; and 2) the removal of the NE station from the station fleet.  Please indicate your assumptions (how much would ne cost, for example).  If there are better ways to demonstrate this, please indicate)

Response:	The division developed three scenarios to estimate the annual debt service schedules for (see Figure 2):
	Option 1:	Repay debt by 2028 and no new northeast transfer station[footnoteRef:3] [3:  ILAs with 32 of the 37 partner cities have already been extended through 2040] 

	Option 2: 	ILAs through 2040 with a new northeast transfer station
	Option 3:	ILAs through 2040 and no new northeast transfer station
	 
[bookmark: _Ref460575372]Figure 2: Comparison of Debt Service Schedule Scenarios


The following assumptions were made with respect to timing the remaining debt instruments to be issued under existing ordinance (Ordinance 18089):
· $30M bond issuance in Q1, 2017
· $40M bond issuance in Q2, 2020 
· $40M bond issuance in Q2, 2021
A complete debt service schedule for each scenario is detailed in Table 5.  The assumptions for each option include: 

Option 1: This option requires prepayment of existing debt, the payment schedules for which extend beyond 2028. For the purposes of this model, the prepayment is treated as a lump-sum distribution on 12/31/2028. Assumed interest rates for the three remaining debt issuances were as follows:
· Q1, 2017: 12 year repayment, 2.70% interest
· Q2, 2020: 9 year repayment, 3.20% interest
· Q2, 2021: 8 year repayment, 3.50% interest

Option 2: This option will require additional debt authority not currently held by the division. Interest rates on existing debt will rise as the terms extend, and new debt must be assumed. Interest rates for the three remaining debt issuances under Ordinance 18089 were assumed as follows:
· Q1, 2017: 24 year repayment, 3.50% interest
· Q2, 2020: 21 year repayment, 4.25% interest
· Q2, 2021: 20 year repayment, 5.00% interest
Additionally, two new $50M issuances were assumed to support the Northeast Recycling & Transfer Station (NERTS) as follows:
· Q1, 2023: 17 year repayment, 5.25% interest
· Q1, 2025: 15 year repayment, 5.75% interest

Option 3: This option uses the same assumptions as Option 2 for Ordinance 18089 debt, but does not assume the two new sales for NERTS in 2023 and 2025. In the absence of a NERTS, there would likely be some form of Demand Management used, which would require budget authority not included in this table. Accordingly, the savings from a rate payer’s perspective associated with not having to build the NERTS is less than the difference between Option 2 and Option 3.

[bookmark: _Ref460575471]Table 5: Comparison of Annual Debt Service for Three Repayment Options
	Year
	Option 1
Repay Debts by 2028
	Option 2
ILAs through 2040 with NE station
	Option 3
ILAs through 2040 with no NE station

	2016
	$11.5M
	$11.5M
	$11.5M

	2017
	$14.4M
	$13.3M
	$13.3M

	2018
	$14.3M
	$13.2M
	$13.2M

	2019
	$14.3M
	$13.2M
	$13.2M

	2020
	$19.4M
	$16.1M
	$16.1M

	2021
	$25.4M
	$19.4M
	$19.4M

	2022
	$25.4M
	$19.4M
	$19.4M

	2023
	$25.4M
	$24.0M
	$19.4M

	2024
	$25.4M
	$24.0M
	$19.4M

	2025
	$25.3M
	$28.9M
	$19.4M

	2026
	$25.3M
	$28.9M
	$19.4M

	2027
	$25.3M
	$28.9M
	$19.4M

	2028
	$90.7M
	$25.9M
	$16.3M

	2029
	$0
	$25.2M
	$15.6M

	2030
	$0
	$25.2M
	$15.6M

	2031
	$0
	$25.2M
	$15.6M

	2032
	$0
	$25.2M
	$15.6M

	2033
	$0
	$25.2M
	$15.6M

	2034
	$0
	$25.2M
	$15.6M

	2035
	$0
	$24.1M
	$14.5M

	2036
	$0
	$24.1M
	$14.5M

	2037
	$0
	$24.1M
	$14.5M

	2038
	$0
	$24.1M
	$14.5M

	2039
	$0
	$24.1M
	$14.5M

	2040
	$0
	$24.1M
	$14.5M




Question #10:	Provide a table showing, since the start of the 2013-2014 biennium, what the recovery (tonnage) rate for metal/wood/cardboard has been; and what the revenue realized for each has been.

Response:	The division has recovered almost 8,000 tons of cardboard, metal, and wood since the beginning of the resource recovery pilot programs at the transfer stations (see Table 6).  The pilot programs at the Shoreline, Enumclaw, and Bow Lake transfer stations started in April 2014, October 2014, and January 2015 respectively.  Since the beginning of the resource recovery program, the division has realized $113,000, $150,000, and $244,000 in revenue for cardboard, metal, and wood respectively.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Revenue from cardboard and metal realized from sale of material to private recycling processors.  Revenue from wood is an estimate for tip fees ($75/ton) at the County’s transfer stations.] 

  
[bookmark: _Ref460342452]Table 6: Historical Resource Recovery Tonnage and Revenue
	Resource Recovery Tonnage at Transfer Stations

	 Commodity
	2013
Actual
	2014
Actual
	2015
Actual
	2016 
YTD[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Through July 2016] 

	4 Year Total 

	Baseline Recycling Tons
	9,508
	12,487
	14,746
	11,548
	48,289

	Resource Recovery Program
	
	
	
	
	

	Cardboard
	0
	158
	670
	566
	1,393

	Metal
	0
	492
	1,332
	1,433
	3,257

	Wood
	0
	540
	1,429
	1,277
	3,247

	Subtotal 
	0
	1,190
	3,431
	3,276
	7,897

	Total Recycling Tons
	9,508
	13,677
	18,177
	14,824
	56,186




Question #11:	Are resource recovery staff picking thru both self-haul and commercial hauler waste volumes?  Are these piles separated or combined during the pick-thru?  Is it fair to say the self-haul loads, who have a 4% recycling rate, are substantially more rich in recycling recovery rates than the commercial haul loads, which have been subject to curbside sorting, and which show a much higher recycling rate?

Response:	The resource recovery staff separate recyclables from solid waste in both self-haul and commercial loads.  Some self-haul loads are sorted prior to being mixed with commercial loads.    

While both types of loads contain recyclable material, commercial loads contain significantly more tonnage and a higher percentage of recoverable materials compared to self-haul loads (see Table 7).  Approximately 73% of recoverable or compostable waste brought to County transfer stations is delivered by commercial haulers.  In 2015, the Solid Waste Division received 615,000 tons of waste from commercial haulers of which 71% (436,000 tons) was recoverable or compostable.  In contrast, self-haul tonnage in 2015 totaled 233,000 tons of which 68% (158,000 tons) was recoverable or compostable.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  Based on 2015 Waste Characterization Study (June 2016 draft report); potentially recoverable materials are materials for which recycling technologies, programs, and markets exist, but are either not well developed or not currently utilized.] 
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	Material Recoverability
	Commercial
Customers
	Self-Haul
 Customers
	All
 Customers

	
	Tons
	%
	Tons
	%
	Tons
	%

	Recyclable
	436,362
	71.0%
	157,691
	67.6%
	595,121
	70.1%

	Not Recyclable
	178,232
	29.0%
	75,580
	32.4%
	253,839
	29.9%

	Total*
	614,594
	100.0%
	233,270
	100.0%
	848,960
	100.0%


*Note: figures may not add to 100% due to rounding

Question #12:	I’m providing a comparison of the 2012 rate study projected rates (before deferral of NE, and the 2016 rate study projected rates (after deferral of NE).  By 2032, rates are much higher in the 2016 study.  I’m trying to see how the departure of a 100 million dollar capital obligation (NE) shows up in projected rates.  Please discuss.

Response:	The differences in the forecasted rates between the 2012 and 2016 rate studies are driven by six major factors:
[bookmark: _Ref460337915]
Changes to the Capital Program Debt Service Fund
Extending the interlocal agreements with partner cities through 2040 lowers the rate impact in the short-run because the division has more time to meet debt service obligations for the construction of new transfer stations.  Because debt service obligations would have been met sooner in the 2012 rate study, there was a corresponding rate reduction in 2029 (see Figure 3). 

[bookmark: _Ref460575912][bookmark: _Ref460575908]Figure 3: Comparison of 2012 and 2016 Rate Studies


Removing the northeast transfer station from the capital program while retaining it as a future option in the 2016 Rate Study lowers the rate impact both in the short-term and long-term.  

Changes to the Landfill Reserve Fund
Higher than projected construction costs for the development of Area 8 requires a higher contribution rate from the operating fund to the Landfill Reserve Fund.

Changes to the Capital Equipment Replacement Program (CERP) Fund
Re-investing in the capital equipment replacement program in 2017-2018 Rate Proposal after delaying equipment replacements from 2013 to 2016 would increase the rate impact above the 2012 rate study.

Changes to Solid Waste (Operating) Fund
Higher forecasted tonnage and inflation rates increased expenditures in the 2016 rate study above those in 2012 study.  

New spending for 2017-2018 initiatives including demand management increases the rates beyond the forecasted rates in the 2012 rate study.

As shown in Table 8, a comparison of the average annual forecasted expenditures from 2017 to 2032 between the two rate studies detail the changes in the major fund expenditures and assumptions.		
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	2012
Rate Model
	2016
Rate Model
	Variance

	ASSUMPTIONS
	
	
	

	System Tons
	972,161
	1,000,290
	28,128

	Inflation
	2.51%
	2.71%
	0.20%

	EXPENDITURES
	
	
	

	Operating Expenses
	 $114,942,455 
	 $123,174,814 
	 $8,232,359 

	Contributions to:
	
	
	

	Landfill Reserve
	 $7,738,701 
	 $13,789,219 
	 $6,050,517 

	Debt Service
	 $22,850,048 
	 $16,877,802 
	 $(5,972,246)

	CERP
	 $3,125,000 
	 $4,850,000 
	 $1,725,000 

	Total
	 $148,656,204 
	 $158,691,834 
	 $10,035,630 




Question #13:	What options have been considered for incentivizing rehab contractors to make use of c/d designated facilities, rather than transfer stations?  Please discuss.

Response:	Beginning January 1, 2016, the division more than doubled the number of designated facilities to handle construction and demolition (C&D) waste.  The county also maintains a higher fee structure ($120.17/ton versus $75 -$110/ton) to further incentivize the use of these privately managed facilities.  

The division has also been very active in educating the construction industry on the options and requirements, including mailing informational flyers to 9,000 addresses, conducting stakeholder meetings and trainings, and providing direct consultation at jobsites via enforcement staff.  The attached brochure which summarizes the new requirements and provides a map of designated facility locations is handed out to rehab contractors visiting county transfer stations (See for example http://www.recovery1.com/files/117256783.pdf) and (http://wmnorthwest.com/guidelines/tippingfees.htm).

Self-haulers C&D comprises approximately 4% of solid waste at the County’s transfer stations or 35,000 tons in 2015.  By contrast, it is estimated that 155,000 tons of C&D are disposed annually by designated facilities. 
 

Question #14:	Please describe the piloting compressed natural gas/diesel hybrid technology within the division fleet.

Response:	The pilot project is testing the environmental and economic benefits of using compressed natural gas (CNG) supplemented into the air intake system of a solid waste tractor.  Currently, all of the division’s tractors are powered by diesel fuel and the results of the project would inform future equipment purchasing decisions.  Evaluation criteria include fuel efficiency, fuel pricing, vehicle availability, and engine emissions.  The division expects to evaluate the results of the pilot project in 2017. 

Questions 15 to 27 received from Mike Reed on 9/5/2016

Question #15:	The proposed rate supports a number of initiatives, such as Demand Management, Resource Recovery, natural gas pilot, etc.  What would be the rate for a strictly steady-as-she-goes, no new initiatives approach—specifically to provide service at a current level only?
	
Response: 	Sustaining current services only would reduce the rate by $1.34 to $136.41 per ton.  Approximately $0.88 per ton would be reduced as a result of removing demand management from the proposal.  The remaining $0.46 per ton would eliminate new spending for SCAP, ESJ, and comprehensive solid waste planning initiatives.  

Question #16:	Please confirm whether the average customer’s bill is divided between the county’s costs, the city’s costs, and hauler costs?  If true, please provide 2 or 3 examples of customer bills from different cities—particularly from Bellevue and Kent--that demonstrate the division of costs?

Response:	The rate proposal’s $0.94 per month increase in single-family monthly bills is the average throughout the regional system. The most prevalent type of single-family curbside customer has a 32 or 35 gallon garbage cart with recycling and yard waste carts. Monthly bills for those customers vary by jurisdiction. The monthly bill in Kent is $17.43 and in Bellevue is $21.28. King County’s portion of single-family bills throughout the system is estimated at $6.43 per month today, and $7.37 per month if the rates are approved as proposed. How the remaining portion of the bill is split between cities and haulers varies based on contracts negotiated between cities and haulers.      

Question #17:	The Rate Study’s Table 1-A reports the following tonnages for 2027-30:
2027       1,079,391
2028       1,095,594
2029       1,084,134
2030       1,053,320

Re the Bellevue departure—tonnage in 2028 is 1,095,594; tonnage in 2030 is 1,053,320—a difference of about 42,000 tons.  It is true that Bellevue represents about 70,000 tons annually currently? Does the difference in tonnage between 2027 and 2030 include both commercial haul tonnage and self-haul tonnage?  Or is it only commercial tonnage? If commercial only, why is it only 42,000 tons?

Response:	The tonnage forecast assumes that commercial solid waste tons generated within the City of Bellevue and the point cities would leave the County system beginning in 2029 – equivalent to approximately 70,000 tons annually.  The division forecasts an annual increase in tons due to changes in population, employment, and income which partially offsets the impact of the City of Bellevue and point cities leaving the system.  
	
Table 9: Annual Change in Tonnage Forecast by Factor, 2027 - 2030


Question #18:	There are a number of developments that appear to represent downward pressure on rates, compared to projections in the 2012 rate study.   These include:
	Extension of the Inter-local Agreements
Deferral of the NE station
Delay of the South station
Projected decrease in tonnage for 2017-2018

Please identify the dollar amount of savings, compared to the projections in the 2012 Rate Study, as well as the associated negative rate impact, for each of these.  Also identify any other significant factors that represent downward pressure on rates.  Please provide a discussion as to how these factors relate to the Division’s rate proposal.

Response:	Please see response to question #12.

Question #19:	Demand Management:  Please discuss how this relates to the other options for serving the needs of the NE King County service area.  
A. If the region chose to go forward with Demand Management, would ten positions be required at Factoria to accomplish it on an ongoing basis?  
B. Given the interest of MSWAC in an “all urban stations” demand management pilot, and recognizing that a Factoria-only pilot requires 10 positions, would there be an equivalent staffing requirement at each of the urban stations if the pilot were broadened to all of them?    
C. After a 2018 Demand Management pilot concludes, is it realistic to think that a NE station could be sited, permitted, designed and constructed and opened before the 2028 departure of Bellevue and the Point Cities from the system?  
D. If the region extends the operational life of the Houghton station until the departure of Bellevue and the Point Cities, would the demand management option be needed?
E. Given the interest of MSWAC in an “all urban stations” demand management pilot, doesn’t a “Factoria only” demand management approach result in potentially increased burden specifically at Factoria that is not shared by the other parts of the system?  
F. Doesn’t this amount to a unique, undue burden on Factoria users?  
G. Why does the proposal ignore the advice of the advisory committee?
H. And recognizing that a Factoria-only pilot requires 10 positions, does this suggest that demand management represents an expensive choice to invest in ongoing operational solutions, attempting to avoid a one-time capital solution, especially recognizing that MSWAC is recommending that the pilot be broadened to all the urban stations?

Response: 
A. The division’s staffing models were used to estimate staffing needs for the pilot project. The pilot project would help confirm whether 10 staff are the right number for implementing demand management on an ongoing basis. 
B. The initial scope for implementing the MSWAC-recommended pilot project scope would have required 23 temporary staff. Per-station staffing was kept lower by extending hours only on weekdays when constraints for self-haul customers are greatest. 
C. Based on experience with transfer station projects at Factoria and South County, it would be feasible yet challenging for a new NE station to be open for business in 2028. 
D. Demand management would still be needed if Houghton closes and no NE station is built. If Houghton stays open through 2028, the timing of a pilot project to test demand management’s real-world effectiveness could be more flexible because the constraints don’t occur until Houghton closes. The Transfer Plan Review Part 2 (TPR2) accounted for Bellevue and Point Cities leaving the system but assumed that self-haul customers from those cities would continue to use County stations because it’s too difficult and takes too long to screen out those customers at the scale house. The need for demand management is driven by the number of transactions and self-haulers account for most transactions.
E. Under the NE-focused demand management scope, Factoria will be open more hours, giving customers more access to transfer services. Prices during peak hours will be higher, but customers can avoid the higher prices by using off-peak hours. If Houghton is closed as part of the pilot, many Houghton customers will need to drive farther to either Factoria or Shoreline. The TPR2 evaluated host city traffic impacts of extended hours and the pilot will measure that impact. These changes will not be extended to customers and host cities in other parts of the system during the 12-month pilot. The question behind the demand management pilot – Can a NE station be avoided? – is unique to the NE area. It means that the NE area would be impacted by both a pilot project and any ongoing demand management effort. Demand management could be used in other parts of the system, but at this time those areas are not expected to experience the capacity constraints anticipated for the NE.     
F. Under the NE-focused demand management scope, Factoria will be open longer hours, giving customers more access to transfer services. Prices during peak hours will be higher, but customers can avoid higher prices by using off-peak hours. Although those customer choices will be unique to Factoria during the 12-month pilot, it is not necessarily a burden if customers appreciate the ability to use the expanded off-peak hours at the same cost paid by customers of other stations.
G. The division carefully considered the advisory committee’s recommendation and used it as a starting point for the demand management pilot project in the division’s draft rate proposal. As the rate proposal was refined and finalized, the pilot project scope was focused on the NE area because:
I. The NE focus more directly answers the core question of whether a new NE station can be avoided through demand management in the NE area.
II. It more effectively tests whether customers can be shifted to less busy stations: if all stations charge the same price there is no price incentive to choose less busy stations.
III. It has a lower rate impact than the all-urban-stations scope.
IV. It is less complex, allowing for more reliable pilot implementation and monitoring results.
V. Results from the NE area pilot can be used to inform future demand management efforts anywhere in the system. 
H. None of the options for managing solid waste from the growing NE area of the county are without cost. Demand management increases operational costs for existing facilities and may reduce convenience for customers in terms of driving distances, cost, wait times, and in-station recycling options. A new NE transfer station represents a substantial capital cost and ongoing operational expenses. The choice about which approach is best for the regional system will be informed by the proposed pilot project.

Question #20: 	Resource Recovery:  How many positions are included for Resource Recovery?  What have been the results of the existing Resource Recovery initiative, in terms of 1) annual costs  2) annual revenues generated through sales of recyclables 3) tonnage of recyclables recovered 4) recognizing that we’re targeting 70% recycling (currently 54%?) how many percentage points has this moved us towards the target?  Please also answer these questions for the proposed Resource Recovery initiative for the 2017-2018 biennium

Response:	Please see response to question #U7.  No new positions are included for resource recovery in the 2017-2018 rate proposal.      

Question #21:	
A. What is the total amount needed for post-closure maintenance/monitoring of Cedar Hills?  How much per year is needed between now and a 2027 closure?  If the closure were extended to 2040, how much per year would be needed?

B. Do the Division’s calculations regarding the life of Cedar Hills consider the reduced landfill space required to accommodate tonnage from Factoria (and Bow Lake and Shoreline) that is compacted?  Why has the projected landfill life been reduced, in the context of an increasing proportion of the waste load that is compacted?

C. It’s noted that, in the recent discussion of post-closure landfill monitoring/maintenance periods, that Ecology has not released solid waste operations statewide from monitoring/maintenance requirements, even after the minimum maintenance periods.  Isn’t it no longer reasonable to assume a minimum 30-year maintenance/monitoring period for Cedar Hills, in that light?

Response:	
A. See response for Question #4.

B. Landfill capacity at Cedar Hills is based on the compaction achieved at the landfill. While use of compactors at our transfer stations compresses waste, the primary purpose and benefit of pre-load compactors is to reduce the number of truck trips from the stations to the landfill. After trailer loads are delivered to the landfill and tipped on the active area, heavy landfilling equipment is used to complete waste compaction for maximum airspace utilization. The calculation of remaining landfill capacity is regularly assessed based on aerial maps, surveying, actual tonnage realized and forecasted tonnage estimates. 

C. Contributions needed to fund the Landfill Reserve Fund for the post-closure maintenance period are based on existing regulations. Funding post-closure maintenance costs beyond the regulated period would become a future waste system operational cost. 

Question #22:	Would 1) strengthening the multifamily recycling rate, and 2) every other week garbage pickup contribute to the 70% recycling goal?

Response:	Yes, recycling strategies targeting multifamily residential solid waste and transitioning to every other week garbage collection would advance the County towards the 70% recycling goal.  

The Solid Waste Division’s 2017-2018 Line of Business Plan recommends enhancements to the unincorporated King County customer’s garbage collection services including:
· Garbage collection every other week,
· Yard waste and food waste (organics) collection is included in curbside service, and
· Separation of recyclables and organics from garbage will be required, with compliance gained through education.
These enhancements will be for those single family customers in the unincorporated areas of King County that choose to have curbside garbage collection. These changes would be funded through existing division resources and funds collected by haulers as part of state authorized revenue sharing. The recommendation is expected to increase the unincorporated area single family recycling rate from 48 percent to 68 percent.

In the future, the division could opt to take similar actions for multi-family and non-residential customers.  It was not recommended yet because the single family sector generates more solid waste than the multi-family sector in unincorporated King County and would provide more impact on the recycling rate. Additionally, the division’s scoping of program elements needed for effective multi-family services is still evolving. The division will be transmitting to Council a report with more information about multi-family diversion by the end of this year.

Question #23:	Regarding Cedar Hills:  Please discuss whether the Division has considered “early waste export” as a means to keep the landfill open for a longer period of time, and what the anticipated per-ton costs would be compared to alternative approaches to extending the life of the landfill?

Response:	The division considered early waste export in the 2017-2018 Line of Business Plan as an option to delay the eventual closure of the Cedar Hills landfill. In general, early waste export is more expensive than expanding capacity at the landfill.   

The division evaluated two early waste export options and two expanded landfill capacity options (in order of least to most expensive):

· Expanded capacity at Cedar Hills through 2040
· Expanded capacity AND begin early waste export in 2018 
· Use existing capacity at Cedar Hills though 2028 (current policy)
· Use existing capacity AND begin early waste export in 2018

The early waste export scenarios assume diverting all the waste from the Bow Lake Recycling and Transfer Station to an out of county landfill via a long haul agreement at the same price currently paid by the City of Seattle. The annual tonnage diverted (approximately 250,000 tons) would extend the life of the landfill 3 months for each year of early export starting in 2018. 

The cost analysis estimated the total disposal costs from 2018 to 2040 for each option with an accompanying cost per ton estimate.  Expanding capacity at Cedar Hills through 2040 is the least expensive option and would cost $43.27 per ton compared to expanding capacity at the landfill and beginning early waste export in 2018 ($47.73 per ton). Using existing capacity would cost $56.77 per ton and using existing capacity while implementing early waste export in 2018 would cost $58.39 per ton.     

Table 10: Cost Estimates for Early Waste Export Options, 2018 to 2040
	Option 
(ordered from least to most expensive)
	Total Disposal Cost
2018 to 2040
($ in millions)
	Average Cost Per ton
	Cost Premium per Ton from Least Expensive Option

	Expanded capacity at Cedar Hills through 2040
	$1,112.0
	$43.27
	

	Expanded capacity AND begin early waste export in 2018
	$1,226.5
	$47.73
	$4.46

	Use existing capacity at Cedar Hills through 2028 (current policy)
	$1,458.8
	$56.77
	$13.50

	Use existing capacity AND begin early waste export in 2018
	$1,500.4
	$58.39
	$15.12




Question #24:	Please provide an update on 1) where we are on the transfer station upgrade planning process, and 2) the Solid Waste Comprehensive Plan?

Response:	The Bow Lake Recycling and Transfer Station was completed on time and under budget.  The Factoria Recycling and Transfer Station project’s first phase is completed and the entire project is on schedule for full completion by the end of 2017.  The siting decision for the South County Recycling and Transfer Station is expected by the end of 2016, and a new Northeast transfer station is being reserved as a future potential project while the division tests the viability of demand management strategies.  The update to the Comprehensive Solid Waste Plan is underway with initial meetings with the advisory committees scheduled for this month.  A draft Plan is scheduled to be released for public comment in summer 2017 with final approval occurring winter 2018. 

Question #25:	If tonnage numbers in the Rate Study are not correct, please provide update on current and projected tonnage.

Response:	No adjustment to the tonnage forecast is necessary.  

Question #26:	What is the justification to increase the contribution to the Landfill Reserve Fund from $14 million in 2016 to $25 million in 2017?  What are the elements of the increase?

Response:	The increase in the contribution to the landfill reserve fund in 2017 is primarily attributed to a one-time $10 million transfer to fund new area development costs for expanding landfill capacity to Area 8.  In 2018, the contribution to the landfill reserve fund is reduced down to $15.5 million.  

Question #27:	Is the undesignated fund balance within the 2017-2018 Rate Proposal fund schedule the 30 Day Operating Reserve?  The rate study shows $38 million for 2016, $23 million for 2017, and $17 million for 2018.

Response:	The figures referenced in the question refer to the ending fund balances for each year, which include the 30-day emergency operating reserve.  The undesignated fund balance is the difference between the ending fund balance and the emergency reserve and is used to offset fluctuations in tonnage from year to year and to stabilize future rate increases.

CM Upthegrove Questions
Question #U1:	How would the rate increase change if the Cedar Hills closure date was assumed to be 2040?

Response:	Extending the closure date for the Cedar Hills landfill to 2040 is estimated to be less expensive in the long-term compared to the current scheduled closure in 2027; however, extending the landfill capacity through 2040 will not have an impact on the 2017-2018 rate.  Most of the cost savings related to expanding capacity will not be realized until after the original closure date of Cedar Hills in 2027 and subsequent transition to waste export (which is projected to cost more than operating the Cedar Hills landfill through 2040).  Furthermore, the efficiencies gained by expanding capacity (thereby reducing the annual contribution to the landfill reserve fund for post-closure costs) are offset in the short-term by the construction costs of a new landfill cell.  

	Once Cedar Hills Area 9 construction costs are completed, a reduction in the forecasted rate ranging from $2.00 per ton in 2025 to $30.00 per ton in 2040 would take effect (see Figure 4).  
	
[bookmark: _Ref460340169]Figure 4: Rate Impact of Extending Cedar Hills Landfill through 2040


Question #U2:	What would the rate increase change if the demand management pilot was removed from the proposal? 

Response:	The 2017-2018 rate proposal would be reduced by $0.88 from $137.75 per ton to $136.87 per ton if the demand management pilot project were removed.
  
Question #U3:	How does the division arrive at the calculation for the average effect on single-family curbside customers (5%)? How does the division know the cities won’t also pass through their additional costs yielding a greater impact to the average consumer?

Response:	The estimated impact of the proposed rate increase on the single-family curbside customer is based on the average waste disposal rate in 2015 for single-family curbside customers (0.64 tons per year) multiplied by the proposed tip fee increase ($17.58/ton) divided by 12 months or $0.94 per month.  The mid-range single-family customer solid waste bill for the most popular cart size (32-gallons) in our regional system is approximately $20 per month.  As a result, the estimated impact of the proposed rate is $0.94 divided by $20 or 5% (see Figure 5).
	
[bookmark: _Ref460577508]Figure 5: Components of Single-Family Solid Waste Monthly Bill (Mid-Range), Current vs Proposed

	
	The division does not know if cities will pass through any additional costs.  The estimated 5% increase reflects the costs controlled by the county, not the individual cities.       

Question #U4:	What problem is the demand management pilot aiming to solve?  Why were the Shoreline and Factoria stations selected under the current proposal? What would it take to implement the pilot at all urban transfer locations?

Response:	The 2006 Transfer Plan recommended a new northeast transfer station to meet growing demand for service.  Modeling in a later Council-requested study suggested that demand management techniques could meet demand without a new station.  A real-world test of the modeled techniques is included in the 2017-2018 Rate Proposal to inform future policy decisions.  

Because new demand in the northeast area would have a significant impact on the customer service levels at the Shoreline and Factoria stations, the 12-month pilot project would begin in 2018 and target these two stations.  The role of the Houghton station within the pilot project would be decided in 2017.  

Input from the Municipal Solid Waste Advisory Committee (MSWMAC) recommended that the pilot include all urban stations due to concerns of regional equity and equitable distribution of impacts.  The estimated cost of this expanded scope for the pilot project is $4.3 million ($2.17/ton) compared to the northeast-focused scope of $2.0 million. 

Question #U5:	In Appendix B of the rate proposal (the Rate Model Through 2036), the sale of landfill gas is projected to decrease to $1 million flat in 2017 (compared to $1,873,000 in 2015/16). Why? 

Response:	The 2015/2016 landfill gas revenues include payments for gas delivered in 2014, but not paid for until 2015. The division worked with Bio Energy Washington to streamline the payment process and now receives timely payments which will make gas revenues more predictable.
	
	The division’s revenues for landfill gas are primarily dependent on two factors: gas production at the landfill and the region’s market price for gas.  Gas production is forecasted in 2017/2018 to be on par with 2015/2016 levels.  Natural gas pricing has declined steadily since 2009. However, the U.S. Energy Information Administration projects stable natural gas prices from 2015 through 2017 (forecasting a di minimis increase of less than 1% from $8.64Mft to $8.71Mft), halting the decline of the last several years.  The stable pricing and production volume has lead the division to increase its landfill gas revenue estimate from $0.7M in 2015/2016 to $1.0M per year for the 2017/2018 rate period.

Question #U6:	In the committee hearing, it was mentioned that 70% of what ends up at Cedar Hills is recoverable. Where does this statistic come from?

Response:	The 2015 Waste Characterization study estimated that approximately 70% of disposed materials at the transfer stations are recyclable.    

Question #U7:	Which transfer stations have recycling/resource recovery programs? How many tons are recovered annually and what is the breakdown by material? What is the cost of operating these programs?

Response:	Recyclable material is collected at transfer stations through two services: recycling and resource recovery.  Recycling services include containers located at the transfer stations that allow customers to drop-off cardboard, paper, metal, aluminum cans, yard waste, etc.  Budget Proviso 2015-0241.2 approved by Council in November 2015 created 9 Resource Recovery positions (at a $0.9 million annual cost) to sort recyclables, assist customers to unload their material, and reduce the time-on-site for customers at the Bow Lake, Shoreline, and Enumclaw transfer stations.  

[bookmark: _Ref460505550]Table 12 describes the recycling and resource recovery services provided at each of the divisions facilities.

Table 11: Examples of Recycling Services Available at Transfer Stations
	
	Bow Lake
	Cedar Falls
	Enumclaw
	Houghton
	Renton
	Shoreline
	Skykomish
	Vashon

	Appliances
	●
	
	●
	
	
	●
	
	●

	Cardboard
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Scrap Metal
	●
	
	●
	
	
	●
	
	●

	Wood
	●
	
	●
	
	
	●
	
	

	Yard Waste
	●
	●
	●
	
	
	●
	
	

	Paper
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Cans
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Glass
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Resource Recovery
	●
	
	●
	
	
	●
	
	




	Table 12 details the annual tons of recyclables collected at the division’s transfer stations and drop boxes since 2013.  Since 2013 recycling tons have increased each year and expected to surpass 20,000 tons in 2016.

[bookmark: _Ref460343203]Table 12: History of Recycling Tons by Type at Transfer Stations, 2013 to 2016
	Commodity
	2013
Actual
	2014
Actual
	2015
Actual
	2016
YTD[footnoteRef:7] [7:  January 2016 to July 2016] 


	Yard Waste
	5,302
	6,707
	8,664
	7,739

	Wood
	239
	1,252
	2,096
	1,635

	Cardboard
	728
	1,167
	1,900
	1,389

	Paper
	649
	1,287
	1,558
	947

	Tin, Aluminum, & Plastics
	255
	367
	427
	255

	Glass
	743
	802
	895
	544

	Appliances
	670
	490
	180
	167

	Metal
	921
	1,604
	2,391
	2,091

	Other
	3
	2
	66
	56

	Total
	9,508
	13,677
	18,177
	14,824



	Council Motion 14451 further calls for the Division to provide a report to Council on March 30, 2017 describing various performance measures and cost analysis of this program.  Although preliminary data is not yet available, we expect to demonstrate a declining cost per ton for this service as process efficiencies and recycled tonnage increases.   
    

Question #U8:	The Councilmember understands that SWD has hired a consultant to evaluate the existing rate structure, in part to account for the impact of increased recycling/reduced solid waste tonnage. Are there any preliminary findings available from this evaluation?

Response:	Preliminary findings are not yet available as the consultant’s work is still underway.  The division plans to provide briefings on the study findings in spring 2017.  The restructured rate for solid waste disposal services would then be incorporated and presented to the council as part of the 2019-2020 Rate Proposal

Question #U9:	Does the division offer a low-income rate for residents in the unincorporated areas and/or do they incentivize cities to offer one? The Councilmember is interested in exploring a low-income rate as a possible way to help transfer people from self-haul to curbside collection.

Response:	A low-income rate is currently not offered by the division for disposal services.  The evaluation of the existing rate structure and the accompanying recommendation would include options for a low-income rate.

Question #U10:	Based on Councilmember Upthegrove’s comments from the 9/8 meeting, what has the division historically budgeted for annual solid waste tons?

Response:	In general, the division develops conservative estimates for annual tonnage to avoid adding staff without having enough revenue to support the cost.  The 2015/2016 budget forecasted 823,500 system tons in 2015 and 833,900 system tons in 2016.  Due to regional economic and population growth as well as the closure of the City of Seattle north transfer station, actual tons for these two years were higher than budgeted (see Table 13).  As a result, the division relied on overtime to transport the additional waste.  For more detail, see the response to Question #5.  Annual tonnage for the 2017/2018 Rate Proposal is forecasted higher than the 2015/2016 budgeted tonnage and lower than the actual tonnage experienced during the last two years. 

[bookmark: _Ref461114460]Table 13: Historical Budgeted and Actual Solid Waste System Tons, 2015 to 2018[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Estimated tons for 2016 based on March 2016 forecast; estimate was increased to 910,000 tons in July 2016.] 



2012 Rate Study	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	2029	2030	2031	2032	140	140	147	147	149	149	149	149	156	156	165	165	140	140	144	144	2016 Rate Study	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	2029	2030	2031	2032	137.75	137.75	142	142	145	145	149	149	151	151	153	153	169	169	176	176	
Basic Rate ($ per ton)



Population, Employment, 	&	 Income Growth	
2030	2029	2028	2027	16050	16150	16203	21155	Expiration of ILAs	
2030	2029	2028	2027	-46864	-27610	0	0	
Annual Change in Tonnage Forecast



Cedar Hills closes 2027	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	2029	2030	2031	2032	2033	2034	2035	2036	2037	2038	2039	2040	137.75	137.75	142	142	145	145	149	149	151	151	153	153	169	169	171	171	180	180	184	184	188	188	190	190	Cedar Hills closes 2040	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	2029	2030	2031	2032	2033	2034	2035	2036	2037	2038	2039	2040	137.75	137.75	142	142	145	145	149	149	149	149	151	151	151	151	153	153	153	153	155	155	160	160	160	160	
Forecasted Rate ($ per ton)



Haulers 	&	 Cities	
Current	Proposed	13.57	13.57	King County	
Current	Proposed	6.43	7.37	
Monthly Solid Waste Fee



Budgeted Tons	
2015	2016	2017	2018	823500	833900	850967	855259	Actual/Estimated Tons	+[VALUE]
+[VALUE]

2015	2016	2017	2018	58025	42200	
Disposed Solid Waste (in tons)



Loads	
2015 Budget	2016 Budget	2017 Forecast	2018 Forecast	36500	36400	37100	37400	
Solid Waste & Yard Waste Loads



Option 1: Repay by 2028; no NE project	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	2029	2030	2031	2032	2033	2034	2035	2036	2037	2038	2039	2040	11.5	14.4	14.3	14.3	19.399999999999999	25.4	25.4	25.4	25.4	25.3	25.3	25.3	90.7	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Option 2: Repay by 2040; with NE project	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	2029	2030	2031	2032	2033	2034	2035	2036	2037	2038	2039	2040	11.5	13.3	13.2	13.2	16.100000000000001	19.399999999999999	19.399999999999999	24	24	28.9	28.9	28.9	25.9	25.2	25.2	25.2	25.2	25.2	25.2	24.1	24.1	24.1	24.1	24.1	24.1	Option 3: Repay by 2040; no NE project	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2026	2027	2028	2029	2030	2031	2032	2033	2034	2035	2036	2037	2038	2039	2040	11.5	13.3	13.2	13.2	16.100000000000001	19.399999999999999	19.399999999999999	19.399999999999999	19.399999999999999	19.399999999999999	19.399999999999999	19.399999999999999	16.3	15.6	15.6	15.6	15.6	15.6	15.6	14.5	14.5	14.5	14.5	14.5	14.5	
Annual Debt Service ($ in millions)
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